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PR  E  FACE- 

BEFORE  I  enter  mto  a  more  parti¬ 
cular  vindication  of  what  has  been 
already \ [aid ,  concerning  the  eclipfe 
mentioned  by  Phlegon ;  it  may  be  necef- 
f ary  to  fay  fomethmg  mjuflif  cation  of  my 
felf  for  entering  into  this  debate  in  the 
manner  I  have.  I fndthat  there  are  fome , 
who,  whatever  their  fentiments  are  as  to 
the  merits  of  the  caufe ,  yet  they  exprefs  a 
diflike ,  and  difa p probat  ion  of  this  fort 
of  enquiries.  They  think  ‘  ‘  that  every 
“  man  is  at  liberty  not  to  make  ufe  of 
“  an  Argument  which  he  thinks  incon - 

o 

li  clufwe ;  but  that  he  is  not  at  liberty , 
“  direBly  and  openly ,  to  contradift  or 
‘‘  refute  fuch  arguments  as  others  have 
“  frequently  m fifed  on ,  in  behalf  of 
“  our  common  faith:  That  it  would  be 
<c  more  proper  for  an  enemy  to  point  out 
<c  their  infufficiency ,  than  for  a  friend 
‘ c  to  chriflianity  to  do  it  to  their  hands : 
C(  And  that  this  isdifcovering  a  weaknefs , 
Cc  which  had  better  be  concealed. ” 
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This  has  been  [aid  upon  this  occafion ; 
and  admitting  here  the  obfervation  to  be 
juft,  'yet  1  mufti  beg  leave  to  put  them  m 
mind,  how  l  was  drawn  into  this  debate. 
IF  hat  paftfed  betwixt  the  late  Dr.  Clarke 
and  my  ftelft,  m  relation  to  this  point, 
was  in  a  private  converfation ;  and  it 
might  lor  ever  have  continued  private, 
had  not  Mr.  Whifton  in  his  late  Me¬ 
moirs,  thought  fit  to  treat  this  matter 
as  he  did :  And  whatever  my  fentiments 
were,  I  did not  publifth  them  to  the  world, 
till  Mr.  Whifton  made  it  neceftftary  in 
my  own  defence.  Whatever  therefore 
the  fault  is,  /  am  certainly  free  from  all 
imputation  on  this  account ;  and  if  there 
be  a  fault  at  all,  it  mujl  he  fomewhere  elje.. 

And  here,  l  think,  I  might  reft  ftecure, 
and  appeal  to  every  one s  hr  e  a  ft,  how  far, 
under  thefe  circumftances,  l  am  blame¬ 
worthy.  I  mujl  only  defire  every  one, 
before  he  pafjesa  cenfure  on  my  conduct, 
to  read  p.  148  of  Mr.  Whifton’ r  Me¬ 
moirs  ;  and  when  he  has  read  that,  to 
fay,  whether  l  was  not  obliged  to  give 
my  reafons  why  /  perfnaded  Dr.  Clarke 

to 
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to  leave  out  this  paffage  of  Phlegon? 
Whether ,  when  the  new  edition  of  Dr. 
Clarke’s  Boyle’s  Lectures  appeared  with 
fo  remarkable  an  alteration ,  l  Jhould  not 
have  been  reproached  for  my  advice  ?  Ana l 
whether ,  when  1  had  been  openly  and 
publickly  chargd with  offering  to  Dr. 
<c  Clarke  a  groundlefs  fuggeftionf  with 
<c  going  upon  a  fuppofal  in  a  thing  that 
“  was  capable  of  certainty ;  with  <imaking 
“  a  pretended  correBionf  and  with  fuch 
fort  of  public  cenfures  for  what  pa  Jr  d  in 
private,  —  whether  I Jhould  not  have  had 
all  the  crime  1  now  have ,  and  have  been 
reproached  with  my  lilence  too  as  an  in¬ 
ability  to  juftify  what  I  had  done  ? 

But  lam  not  will ingto  reft  my  defence 
upon  this ,  how  fuffcient  foever  it  may  he , 
becaufe  l  do  not  think  that  any  per  fi¬ 
nal  provocation  Jhould  make  a  man  do 
what  is  not  right  or  fit  in  it  felft  Upon 
a  thorough  examination  of  this  point ,  / 
am  convinced  that  this  teftimony  of  Phle¬ 
gon  has  no  relation  to  the  darknefs  and 
earthquake  at  the  pa Jl on:  1  cannot  there¬ 
fore  but  think ,  that  to  remove  a  falfe  ar¬ 
gument 
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gument  in  fo  important  a  caufe ,  is  doing 
a  real  fervice  to  cbrijliamty :  5 Tn  cer¬ 
tainly  removing  an  occajion  of  triumph 
out  of  the  way  of  our  adver fanes  ,•  and 
’tis  taking  a  way  from  them  an  opportu  - 
mty  of  confuting  what  is  brought  as  a 
principal  confirmation  of  the  truth.  Look 
into  our  adverfanes  writings, and fee  what 
are  the  points  they  triumph  chiefly  in.  Is 
it  not  upon  the  falfe  topicks,  which  the  de¬ 
fenders  of  our  faith  too  often  affect  and 
maintain  1  Look  into  the  writings  of  the 
jews,  or  Mahometans:  Is  it  not  the  ido¬ 
latry,  the  forg’d  miracles,  the  confefli- 
ons,  the  abfolutions,  &c.  among  Chrifti- 
ans,  things  that  are  fet  up  inflead  of  and 
treated  as,  chnjliamty,  and  things  which 
they  are  able  to  confute , — are  not  tloefe  the 
things  which  they  attack ;  and  is  not  their 
v'lfible fuccefs.  m  thefe  points  ,noiwith(land- 
ing^  what  fuch  chriflians  as  defend  them 
can  fay  for  themfelves ,  the  great  reafon 
why  they  continue  unconverted ?  When 
our  modern  deifts  oppofe  revelation,  do 
they  not  found  the  chief  of  their  arguments 
upon  the  weak  opinions  that  are  too  com¬ 
monly 
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manly  received ?  Do  they  not  take  for 
wanted,  that  the  fentiments  of  the  dmmes 
which  they  quote  are  the  fenttments  of  the 
fcrlptures  themfelves ,•  and  that  by  confu¬ 
ting  the  one ,  they  ejfeBually  fubvert  the 
other?  Take  away  therefore  any groundlefs 
notion ,  that  is  urged  by  men  of  learning  as 
an  argiiment  for  chnftianity ;  and  you  do 
in  fa  cl  a  very  great  fervice  to  the  caufe  of 
Chrift . 

But ,  dis  faid ,  “■  you  expofe  a  weaknefs 
‘  ‘  which  learned  men  have  for  many  cen- 
“  tunes  maintained,  and  fill  maintain'd 
Andwhat  harm  canenfuefif  yon Jhezv  that 
any  man)  antient  or  modern ,  has  been  wi¬ 
fi  akenl  Is  it  not  done  every  day  ?  Isit  not . 
removmga  prejudice  out  of  weak  minds? 
And  is  it  not  a  proper  work  for  any  man, 
and  much  more  for  a  mimfier  of  the  go/pel, 
to  refute  any  inveterate  error ,  and  especi¬ 
ally  fuch  an  error  as  has  been  made  a  flip - 
port  of  the  go fp el  truth  ?  As  a  chrlfiian 
therefore ,  and  as  a  divine ,  I  think  I  have 
a  right  to  /peak  againfi  fuch  notions,  as  / 
am  fully  perfuaded  to  be  falfe;  And  I 
cannot  bat  conceive ,  in  every  light  that  / 
view  It,  that  the  befi  fervice  that  can  be 
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done  for  chnflianity ,  next  to  the  direB 
proving  it  to  be  true ,  ( which  I  have  elfe - 
where  endeavour edto  do)  is  to  remove  out 
of  the  way ,  whatever  either  can  be  prov¬ 
ed  to  be  falfe,  or  at  befi  cannot  be  prov¬ 
ed  to  be  true . 

But  if  an  argument  be  weak  and  ineffi¬ 
cient ,  “  it  f, could  have  been  left  to  the  ad- 
(C  ver fanes  of  chrifiiamty  to  difcoverd  This 
indeed  might  be  the  cafe ,  were  it  a  mere 
contefi  for  viBory  j  but  not  if  you  have  at 
heart  truth,  andfhat  only:  There  cannot 
be  a  meaner  part  acted,  than  to  defend  an 
error  as  the  fupport  of  truth,  to  the  lafi  ex¬ 
tremity  •  and  when  it  can  be  defended  no 
longer,  then  to  give  it  up  with  relu&ance , 
and  unwillingly :  Nor  is  there  any  way  to 
recommend  a  valuable  truth  fo  effeBually, 
as  to  Jeek  no  falfe  covers, and  to  ufe  no  falfe 
arts  to  vindicate  it.  Chrifiiamty  fiands  in 
need  of  no  fuch  helps ■,  but fecure  and fafe 
in  its  own  firengih  can  never  fiuffer,  unlefs 
when  the  wifdom  of  Men  prefumes  to  be 
greater  than  the  wifdom  of  God. 
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| HEN  X  publifhed  my  Diflerta- 
tion  on  the  eclipfe  mentioned 
by  Phlegon ,  X  declared,  (and  X 
did  it  with  all  the  fincerity 
poffible )  that  £C  X  fhould  not  be 
forry  to  find  my  felf  confuted,  becaufe 
X  then  fhould  have  this  teflimony  to  the 
darknefs  at  the  paffion  unqueftionable , 
cc  which  X  own’d,  X  did  not  conceive  to  have 
“  any  relation  to  the  time  of  the  cruel- 
€£  fixion  of  our  Saviour/'  Mr.  Whifton  has 
fince  published  a  Pamphlet  under  this  title, 

B  —  The 
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€The  TejUmony  of  Phlegon  vindicated  s 
ory  an  account  of  the  great  darknefs  and 
earthquake  at  our  Saviour  §  pafjion  defcribed 
by  Phlegon  :  including  all  the  teflimonies 
both  Heathen  and  Chriftian  in  the  very 
words  of  the  original  authors ,  during  the 
firf  fx  centuries  of  Chrifianiiy ,  with  pro - 
per  obfervations  on  thofe  tefi monies .  The 
public  advertifements  added,  ( I  fuppofe  by 
Mr*  Whijlon's  order )  that  tc  all  Dr*  Sykes's 
€C  arguments  to  the  contrary  are  fully  con- 
cC  fined  **  in  it*  When  1  came  to  perufe 
this  treatife,  and  found  my  name  neither 
mentioned  in  the  title  page,  nor  once  in 
the  book  itfelf;  when  I  found  not  one  ar¬ 
gument  which  I  had  urged  in  the  DilTer ca¬ 
tion  confuted ;  no  comparing  together  what 
different  authors  had  faid,  in  order  to  fix 
the  year  in  which  Phlegon  s  eclipfe  happen¬ 
ed  ;  no  enquiry  into  the  differences  of  the 
witneftes,  nor  any  attempt  to  reconcile 
them ;  no  entring  into  the  probabilities  of 
the  account,  or  what  fhould  occafion  fuch 
difference  $  no  inftance  produced  of  a  ii mi- 
lar  manner  of  exprefiion  in  any  Heathen 
writer  whatever,  where  an  extraordinary 
darknefs  was  called  an  eclipfe  of  the  fun  ; 
no  account  of  the  univerfal  filence  in  Greek 
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and  Latin  writers  of  that  time  about  fo 
remarkable  an  event ;  in  ihort  ,  no  one 
thing  done  to  remove  or  explain  any  one 
difficulty  propofed;  I  could  not  but  Hand 
amazed  at  the  publication  of  fuch  an  ad- 
vertifement . 

The  Book  therefore,  neither  removing 
any  difficulties,  nor  proving  what  ought  to 
have  been  expedted  from  it,  viz.  that  Phle- 
gon  had  tc  deferibed  the  great  darknefs  and 
€€  earthquake  at  our  Saviour's  paffion,”  I 
refolved  at  firft  to  have  left  this  matter  en¬ 
tirely  to  the  reader  as  it  flood,  and  not  to 
have  given  my  felf  the  trouble  of  taking 
any  notice  of  it  :  nor  fhould  I  have  alter¬ 
ed  my  mind,  had  not  a  Gentleman,  ( to 
whom  I  was  a  perfedt  ftranger )  obliged  me 
with  a  much  more  exadt  and  true  calcula¬ 
tion  of  the  eclipfe  in  debate,  than  that 
which  I  publifhed  from  Mr.  Whiflens  au¬ 
thority. 

The  principal  difficulty  that  I  had  in 
accounting  for  Phlegons  eclipfe,  was,  that 
by  Mr.  Whi flops  computation  it  was  “  total 
S£  and  central  ”  foon  after  €£  nine  in  the 
C€  morning;”  whereas  Phlegon  had  faid,  that 
it  was  dark  at  the  Jixth  hour ,  i.  e.  at  twelve 
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at  noon.  This  was  a  material  difference  ; 
and  I  took  for  granted,  that  fo  reputed  an 
aftronomer  as  Mr.  Wkijlon ,  could  not  have 
eafily  miftaken  three  or  four  hours  in  a 
computation  of  this  kind,  I  imagined  there¬ 
fore  the  numbers  in  Phlegon  rather  to  have 
been  falfe,  than  Mr.  Whijlon  to  err ;  and  I 
concluded  that  we  u  ought  not  to  rejedt  a 
<c  certainty  for  fo  little  an  inaccuracy,  as 
a  three  or  four  hours,  when  all  other  cir- 
gc  cumftances  agreed  fo  exactly.*'  But  as  I 
faid,  a  Gentleman  then  unknown,  fending 
me  a  calculation  of  this  eclipfe,  which  iliewed 
the  total  darknefs  to  be  juft  as  Phlegon  faid 
it  was  ;  and  immediately  after,  a  fecond 
Gentleman,  whofe  skill  in  aftronomical  com¬ 
putations  no  one  can  queftion,  perufing  this 
debate,  and  finding  how  much  Mr.  Wh. 
had  miftaken  this  matter,  he  likewile  un¬ 
ask’d  fending  me  his  calculation  which  va¬ 
ried  from  the  former  but  a  very  few  minutes  ; 
I  confuked  a  third  perfon,  whofe  authority 
alone  will  inftantly  fiience  all  doubts  in  a  thing 
of  this  nature,  and  whofe  confummate  know¬ 
ledge  in  geometry  and  aftronomy  the  whole 
world  acknowledges,  the  great  Dr,  Halley . 
Being  thus  fully  confirmed  in  fo  important 
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a  difcovery,  I  then  determined  to  examine  par¬ 
ticularly  what  Mr.  Whifion  had  publifhed  on 
this  occalion  3  and  to  print  the  calculation  1 
received,  that  Truth  might  appear,  and  the 
world  not  be  milled  by  a  faulty  computa¬ 
tion  publifhed  from  one  who  may  be 
thought  more  exaCt  than  he  really  is 3  and 
that  every  one  may  judge  of  this  fa  dr. 

Mr.  Wh,  has  produced  no  lefs  than  twen- 
ty  fix  teftimonies,  Greek  and  Latin  ones, 
partly  to  vindicate  Phlegon  s  teflimony  3  and 
partly  to  fhew,  what  is  not  denied,  or  dis¬ 
puted,  that  there  was  a  very  great  darknefs 
and  earthquake  at  our  Saviour’s  paffion. 
Seventeen  of  thefe  neither  diredlly  nor  indi¬ 
rectly  mentioning  Phlegon ,  or  his  teftimonyi 
and  Eufebius  and  Jerom  being  in  effedt  the 
fame  evidence,  the  one  being  a  profefied 
tranflator  of  the  other  3  1  am  properly  con¬ 
cerned  with  a  very  few  out  of  all  this 
pompous  parade  of  cc  original  evidences  :ty 
the  point  betwixt  him  and  me  being  to  be 
determined  from  what  a  few  authors  have 
faid  3  and  thefe  are  fuch,  ( excepting  thefe 
who  lived  later  than  the  times  to  which 
I  had  confined  my  felf)  as  I  had  confir 
dered  and  compared  together  in  my  Dif- 
fertation. 


In 


in  general  therefore,  I  muft  obferve, 
iy?,  That  Mr.  JVh.  talks  much  of  tc  origl- 
nal  teftimonies,55  p .  3,  32,  &c.  without 
ever  explaining  or  defining  what  he  means 
by  that  exprefiion.  Phlegon  is  cited  by  Or/- 
geriy  AfricanuSy  Eufebius ,  Maximus ,  Jerom , 
the  Chronicon  Alexandrinum ,  FhiloponuSy  and 
Malela .  And  all  of  thefe  likewife  fpeak  of  the 
darknefs  at  the  paffion.  What  reafon  can  be 
given  why  fever al  of  thefe  are  cited  as  €C  ori- 
ginal  teftimonies, 55  to  the  darknefs  at  the 
paffion,  and  to  Phlegon  s  authority,  which  will 
not  equally  prove  every  modern  writer  that  has 
cited  Phlegon ,  or  has  mentioned  the  darknefs 
at  the  paffion,  to  be  an  “  original  teftimo- 
ny  ?  ”  He  might  as  well  have  defcended 
much  lower  ?  and  have  quoted  VofjiusJs 
Harmony,  and  Scaliger ,  and  Petavius ,  and 
Bifhop  Mount  ague ,  and  Huetius ,  and  Grotius^ 
and  Rafnage ,  and  Pillemonty  and  Pagi ,  and 
Bay  ley  and  all  the  defenders  of  Chriftianity 
down  to  the  prefent  generation  ^  and  he 
might  have  given  them  all  the  name  of 
<c  original  evidences  f  as  well  as  he  has  gi¬ 
ven  this  name  to  fo  many  writers  who  lived 
fo  many  centuries  after  the  fadt.  For  why, 
e,  g.  is  PbiloponuSy  who  lived  600  years  af¬ 
ter  Chrift,  an  “  original  evidence/5  more 
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than  Grotius  who  lived  1600  years  after 
the  fa 61.  Or  why  is  Malelas  account  more 
properly  an  <c  original  teftimony,  ”  than 
Archbifhop  TJJhers ,  or  any  Chronologer's  of 
the  laft  century  ?  Here  therefore  is  a  mo  ft 
grofs  impofition  upon  the  reader,  to  call 
fuch  teftimonies  u  original”,  which  were 
not  wrote*  till  very  many  years,  nay  fome  of 
them  feveral  centuries  of  years,  after  the  facts 
happened  ;  nay  to  call  mere  tranfcripts  from 
one  another,  or  the  mere  copyings  of  later 
writers  out  of  preceding  ones,  by  the  names 
of  “  original  teftimonies.  *  I  mu  ft  obferve 
2 dly,  That  there  is  the  very  fame  abufe  of 
another  expreffion,  viz.  “  authentic  records 
“  and  chronicles,”  p.  37.  and  “  authentic 
“  accounts  ”  ibid.  An  “authentic  writing" 
fignifies  either  an  original,  or  elfe  fo  faith¬ 
ful  and  exad  and  fo  well  attefted  a  tranf- 
cript,  that  you  cannot  juftly  difpute  its 
faithfulnefs.  When  Stis  applied  to  any  record, 
’tis  called  “authentic,”  in  a  loofer  fenfe,  if  you 
cannot  reafonably  rejedt  its  authority.  In  the 
prefent  cafe;  no  body  difputes  whether Pblegon 
wrote  of  a  certain  eclipfe  of  the  fun,  and 
of  an  earthquake  that  happened  at  Nice : 
and  therefore  Pblegon  r  words  are  an  “  au- 
“  thentic  record'7  of  fuch  fads.  But  jf the 
2  queftion 


queftion  be,  whether  Phlegon  wrote  con¬ 
cerning.  the  darknefs  at  our  Saviour's  paffion^ 
and  that  particular  earthquake  which  then 
happened,  it  muft  not  be  taken  for  granted 
that  he  fpoke  of  thofe  things,  but  it  muft  firft 
be  proved  that  he  did  fpeak  of  them,  be¬ 
fore  his  can  be  called  an  cc  authentic  ac- 
t£  count”  of  them.  The  authenticity  of  an 
account  is  one  thing;  its  relation  to  any 
certain  point  is  quite  another  ;  and  notwith- 
Handing  the  one  may  be  granted,  the  other 
may  be  denied.  Sometimes  authentic  ftands 
oppofed  to  Jpurious  or  forged  :  And  in  this 
fen  ft  of  the  word,  feveral  of  the  teftimo- 
nies  here  produced  by  Mr.  Wh.  may  juftly 
be  denied  to  be  cc  authentic  accounts.”  Such 
are  his  fir  ft,  his  third,  fourth,  and  fifth,  his 
ninth  and  tenth,  and  his  twentieth  teftimony. 
Eight  therefore  of  the  teftimonies  that  cite 
or  appeal  to  Phlegon ,  are  nothing  elfe  but 
Phlegon  s  teftimony  eight  times  recited,  and 
muft  ftand  or  fall  by  what  can  be  faid  a- 
bout  Phlegon  s  meaning  ;  and  confequently 
are  not  to  be  deem'd  fo  many  different 
witneffes  in  the  prefent  cafe  :  and  fieven 
more  of  theft  teftimonies  being  forgeries , 
thefe  likewife  ought  not  to  be  looked  upon 
as  “  authentic  accounts.”  Add  likewife  to 
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thefe,  that  all  who  tranfcribe  merely  from 
preceding  authors  are  in  no  fenfe  cc  original 
teftimonies;”  and  then  out  of  Mr.  Wlfs 
whole  account  there  will  remain  no  more 
than  the  evangelifts  as  true  witneftes  of  the 
fadts  which  happened  at  the  paffion  ;  and 
thefe  are  fuch  whofe  credit  is  not  to  be 
denied,  and  whofe  teftimonies  are  properly 
sc  original”  and  <£  authentic  ”  ;  and  as  to  the 
debate  about  Phlegons  teftimony  it  ftands 
upon  the  probabilities  on  one  fide  or 
other,  what  eclipfe  he  was  fpeaking  about. 

3  dly,  It  is  not  enough  in  fuch  a  debate 
as  this  barely  to  fet  down  what  are  here 
called  cc  original  teftimonies ;  ”  but  the 
conjifiency  of  the  teftimonies  is  to  be  confi- 
dered;  the  words  of  every  witnefs  are  to  be 
examined ;  the  probability  or  improbability 
of  a  ftory,  and  every  circumftance  of  it 
is  to  be  weighed.  Suppofe  that  an  e- 
clipfe  of  the  Sun  were  now  to  happen,  to¬ 
tal  and  central  ;  and  fuppofe  that  a  pecu¬ 
liar  and  uncommon  darknefs  were  to  attend 
it  for  two  or  three  hours  together  :  Every 
accurate  Hiftorian  that  ftioold  give  an  ac¬ 
count  of  fuch  an  eclipfe  would  certainly 
take  notice  of  fuch  a  peculiar  darknefs,  anft 
mention  whatever  was  particularly  and  emi- 

C  nentfy 
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nently  remarkable*  E.  g.  Mezeray  in  hil 
hiftory  of  Franc  efyt&kmg  of  a  certain  eclipfe 
of  the  Sun,  A,  IX  1605,  fays  %  cc  that  it  began 
<c  an  hour  after  noon,  on  the  2d  of  Qoiober , 
cc  and  for  two  hours  it  caufed  fuch  a  dark - 
fc  nefs,  that  it  feemed  to  have  been  nighty 
cc  the  difc  of  that  great  luminary  being  hid 
<c  by  the  moon  which  appeared  black,  and 
€C  as  it  were  border’d  by  a  luminous  circle 
about  it.” 

In  like  manner  we  may  obferve  that  Phle- 
gon,  like  an  exad:  Hiftorian,  took  notice  of 
the  b  great  darknefs,  and  of  the  Stars  ap¬ 
pearing,  and  of  the  hour  of  the  day .  Had 
now  fuch  an  eclipfe  happened  at  the  full 
moon ,  it  is  impoffible  for  any  one,  much 
more  for  c  a  very  wife  man ,  or  an  accurate 
chronologer ,  to  take  notice  of  the  eclipfe  at 
all,  and  not  to  take  notice  of  that  particu¬ 
lar  circumftance.  %Tis  the  principal  point 
of  view  3  and  to  omit  that,  is  to  omit  the 

a  Le  deuxieme  jpur  d’o&obre.  Elle  commemp  a  une  heure 
apres  miay,  &  deux  heures  durant  caufa  une  telle  obfcurite, 
qu’il  fembloit  qu’il  full  nuit,  le  difque  de  ce  grand  lumi¬ 
naire  etant  entierement  cache  par  la  lune  qui  paroiftoit  noire, 
&  commc  bordee  d’un  cercle  lumineux  tout  autour.  Me- 
zeray.  Hift.  dc  France.  * Tom .  3.  p,  1269. 

b  Ny|  (rt)$  yix/spccc  iytvtTOy  a  ft  y^  si,<fspccq  sv  Xpccva  (p&viiveci, 

Phlegon. 

c  0  c ro<pa>TXT&'  Malela.  Egregius  Olympiad  arum  fup- 

putator.  Hkronym . 
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chief  the  mojl  remarkable ,  the  very  thing , 
which  an  ££  exa£t  man  ought  to  take  no¬ 
tice  of.  So  that  Phlegons  omiffion  of  fuch 
a  circumftance  is  a  very  ftrong  argument, 
that  he  was  not  fpeaking  of  an  eclipfe  at 
the  full  moon .  How  abfurd  is  it  to  imagine 
that  an  accurate  man,  curious  in  his  ac¬ 
counts  of  what  paffed,  fhould  barely  take 
notice  of  the  darknefs  of  an  eclipfe,  and 
yet  that  he  fhould  not  take  any  notice  of 
the  duration  of  the  darknefs  for  three  hours  * 
nor  of  its  being  at  the  full  moon  ;  nor 
in  fhort  of  any  thing  preternatural,  or 
more  than  ordinarily  remarkable  ?  A  man 
fo  confiderable  for  his  abilities,  and  accu¬ 
racy  in  writing,  as  to  be  deem'd  the  fitted: 
perfon  to  be  trufted  by  the  d  Emperor  A- 
drian  with  the  hiftory  which  he  had  wrote 
of  himfelf ;  and  yet  fo  inaccurate  as  to  o- 
mit  the  only  very  remarkable  circum dan¬ 
ces  in  fuch  events  as  he  mentions,  is  highly 
improbable  in  itfelf. 

Again,  4 tbly,  Mr.  Whifton  profeffes  ££  to 
€C  fet  down  fairly  the  original  teftimonies” 
concerning  the  darknefs  which  happened  at 

d  Famae  Celebris  Adrian  us  tam  cupidus  fuit,  ut  libros  vitas 
fuse  fcriptos  a  fe  libertis  fuis  literatis  dederit,  jubens  ut  eos 
fuis  nominibus  publicarent ;  nam  Phlegontis  libri  Adriani  efle 
dicuntur.  Spartiauus  in  Adriano,  c.  16. 

c  2 
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our  Saviour’s  paffion  ;  and  amongft  thefe  he 
mentions  Phlegon ,  and  cites  from  other  writers 
what  is  faid  about  him,  and  front  him,  as  if  no 
doubt  or  queftion  could  be  raifed,  in  relation 
to  what  he  intended  to  fpeak  about.  Now  with 
what  juftice,  or  by  what  rules  of  reafon  does  he 
cite  this  palfage  as  an  cc  original  teftimony’8 
for  a  certain  fad:,  when  every  one  can  fee 
that  Phlegon  s  words  have  no  exprefs  and 
clear  relation  to  that  fad.  Is  there  a  word 
in  it  which  mentions  the  paffion  of  fefus  § 
or  the  time  of  year  when  the  eclipfe  hap¬ 
pened,  or  its  duration,  or  any  one  mark 
from  whence  one  can  be  fure  that  he 
is  fpeaking  of  an  eclipfe  on  the  3d  of 
April  ?  Or  is  it  clear  and  certain,  that 
Phlegon  lpeaks  of  the  4th  year  of  the  202d 
Olympiad.  Surely  Mr.  Whifion  imagines 
it  to  be  enough  that  Eufebius ,  or  the 
unknown  author  of  the  Chronicon  Alexan- 
drinum  fay,  that  the  eclipfe  happened  in 
fuch  a  year,  without  any  proof,  without 
any  authority  :  When  he  cannot  but  know 
that  if  Eufebius ,  and  the  Chronicon  fix  it  to 
one  year,  other  writers  as  pofitively  and 
clearly  fix  it  to  other  years  :  that  if  Eufe¬ 
bius  places  it  in  his  Chronicon  in  a  certain 
year,  he  has  placed  in  the  fame  year,  fads 

which 
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vrfiich  certainly  and  demonftfably  happen’d 
many  years  before  and  after  that  year :  That 
Jerom  has  been  guilty  of  all  the  fame  ab- 
furditieg  that  Eufebius  has,  and  one  more ; 
viz.  to  place  this  fad  under  the  3  d  year 
of  the  so2d  Olympiad,  at  the  fame  time 
that  he  tranflates  Phlegon  as  faying  that  his 
eclipfe  happened  in  the  4th  year  of  that 
Olympiad :  that  other  writers  ftill  fay,  that 
it  happen’d  in  the  2d  year  •  and  others,  by 
neceflary  confequence  affert  that  it  happen¬ 
ed  in  the  firft  year  %  and  others  ftill  that 
it  did  not  happen  in  any  year  of  that 
Olympiad  at  all.  Is  not  this  impofing  on 
the  reader  a  dubious ,  uncertain ,  teftimony 
for  a  clear  and  exprefs  one  ?  Or  will  not 
this  manner  of  producing  evidence  prove 
any  abfurdity  in  hiftory  ?  If  the  bare  af- 
fertion  of  any  writer  without  the  confide- 
ration  of  circumftances,  or  if  the  fuitablenefg 
of  his  words  to  any  fad  be  fufficient  to  deter¬ 
mine  that  he  is  fpeaking  of  that  fad:  without 
any  evidence  or  probability  that  he  is  fpeak¬ 
ing  of  it,  then,  any  thing,  and  every  thing, 
may  be  proved  to  be  true,  becaufe  fuch  fort 
of  C€  original  evidence”,  and  fuch  fort  of 
<c  authentic  records”  may  be  produced  for 
every  falfehood  whatever.  Surely  one  ought 
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to  know,  what  authority  any  writer  is  of  ; 
whether  he  fpeaks  to  the  point  or  not ; 
whether  he  expreffes  himfelf  clearly  or 
confufedly  ;  whether  what  is  faid  be  pof- 
fible,  or  probable  only;  whether  he  be  not 
contradicted  by  any  other  authors ;  whether 
the  ftory,  or  its  circumftances  be  different- 
ly  related  by  himfelf,  or  others ;  and  if  it 
be  differently  related,  which  account  is  moft 
likely  to  be  true.  Thefe  and  fuch  like 
circumflances  are  all  to  be  confidered ; 
or  elfe  under  the  pretence  and  name  of 
<£  original  evidence,’' and  cc  authentic  records/' 
we  may  impofe  on  the  world  the  groffeft 
forgeries  and  corruptions  imaginable. 

We  have  a  manifeft  inftance  of  this  in 
the  book  before  us.  The  very  firffc  autho¬ 
rity,  or  “  original  evidence"  produced  by 
Mr.  Whijlon  to  fhew,  that  there  in  faff  was 
an  eclipfe  of  the  Sun  at  the  paffion  of  our  Sa¬ 
viour,  is  taken  from  the  Leflament  of  Levi , 
The  Patriarch  Levi  died,  (and  this  is  ta¬ 
ken  for  granted  to  be  his  genuine  dying 
fpeech, )  He  died  about  1600  years,  or  as 
Mr.  Wh.  fays  about  1700  years,  before  Chrift. 
This  evidence  is  produced  in  proof  that 
there  was  to  be  an  eclipfe  of  the  Sun  c  at 

E  &7Tt  TM  ffOtfru  Tit  e 
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the  death  of  the  moft  High.  However  be- 
caufe  this  evidence  fliould  have  fome  in- 
iiuence  and  effed,  Mr.  JVhifton  is  willing  to 
€C  confider  this  witnefs  as  no  earlier  than 
<c  the  fecond  century ,  long  before  Origen  f 
i.  e .  he  confiders  him  hiftorically  as  attefting 
a  paft  fad:,  rather  than  foretelling  a  future 
one.  He  <c  waves  the  confideration  of  the 
“  great  antiquity,  and  of  the  facred  autho~ 

rity”  of  this  book,  p .  29.  and  only  ar¬ 
gues  from  its  being  in  the  world  “  long 
c£  before  OrigenP 

Here  then  we  have  what  is  called  an  uori- 
a  ginal  evidence”,  taken  out  of  a  book 
faid  to  be  written  1600,  or  <c  1700  years  be- 
sc  fore  Chrift,”  p .  3.  But  is  this  account 
fufficient  to  fatisfy  any  one  ?  If  it  be  ask’d, 
how  Mr.  Wh.  knows  that  this  book  was 
wrote  <c  1700  years  before  Chrift” — no 
evidence  can  be  produced,  unlefs  you’ll  be 
contented  with  its  name  and  title,  and  will 
believe  it  <c  of  facred  authority >”  antient  and 
genuine  from  that.  If  one  would  be  con¬ 
tented  to  abate  1800  years  in  its  age,  and 
afk  only  how  he  knows  that  it  was  wrote 
u  long  before  Origen  ?  ”  The  only  anfwer 
is  —  That  Origen  quotes  a  book  entitled, 
The  T '(lament  of  the  Twelve  Patriarchs ,  and 
2  .  cites 
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cites  out  of  it*  not  any  words,  but  fomething 
that  is  like  to  fomething  that  is  in  this  book* 
It  is  fuppofed,  but  never  proved ,  to  have  been 
wrote  in  Hebrew  :  the  learned  are  not  agreed 
whether  it  was  wrote  by  a  Jew,  or  a  Chriftian ; 
or  whether  it  was  not  at  firft  wrote  by  a 
Jew,  and  afterwards  very  much  interpola¬ 
ted  by  fome  Chriftian,  or  whether  it  were 
not  wrote  by  a  Jew  converted  to  Chriftianity : 
Nor  is  it  agreed  whether  it  were  in  being  be¬ 
fore  the  end  of  the  2d  century  :  fome  plead 
for  its  being  forged  at  the  beginning  of  that 
century ;  others  are  willing  to  fuppofe  it  as 
early  as  the  firft  century :  Dr.  Grabe  was 
willing  to  fuppofe  it  in  being  before  Chrift, 
and  to  have  been  one  of  the  apocryphal 
books  lent  to  Ptolomy  by  the  Jews  at  the 
fame  time  that  their  canonical  books  were 
fent  him.  In  Abort,  no  one  can  pretend  to 
fay,  when  it  was  firft  wrote,  or  where,  or 
by  whom  ;  or  even  in  what  Language.  And 
yet  this  is  here  cited,  as  an  “  original  tef- 
<c  timony  ”  as  an  “  authentic  record,”  as  an 
“  authentic  account ”  of  a  fadt ;  and  it  is  af~ 
ferted  to  have  been  in  being  <c  1700  years 
<c  before  Chrift,”  p.  3.  But  before  this  book 
can  be  admitted  as  an  cs  authentic  record/* 
for  any  certain  fa$ *  one  ought  to  know 

of 
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of  what  authority  it  is 5  when  it  firft  appeared 
in  the  world ;  whether  it  mentions  the  faffi 
for  which  it  is  produced  ;  and  laftly,  whe¬ 
ther  its  author  did  not  take  his  account  from 
others.  Thefe  things,  at  lead,  are  to  he 
prov'd  ;  and  when  an  author  talks  of  its  “  fa- 
<c  cred  authority/'  one  has  a  right  to  enquire, 
whether  it  be  not  a  mere  romance ;  whether 
it  be  not  full  of  whimjical Jlories ,  and  nonfen- 
fical  abfur  dities  •---  fuch  are  Angels  appearing 
to  women,  when  their  husbands  accompanied 
with  them  5  and  their  bearing  Giants ,  becaufe 
the  Egregori  appeared  to  them  as  reaching  up 
to  heaven ,  &c  j-~  one  has  a  right  to  afk  how 
comes  fo  remarkable  a  piece  never  to  be 
heard  of  for  1800  years  together  ;  — thefe 
and  many  more  fuch  fort  of  queftions  are 
to  be  refolved  before  it  can  be  produced  as 
cc  original  evidence/'  or  authentic  record,  or 
as  containing  real  prophecies  about  the  dark- 
nefs  at  our  Saviour's  paffion. 

But  imagine  thefe  and  fuch  like  difficul¬ 
ties  all  furmounted  ;  let  us  hear  its  evi¬ 
dence,  f  “  Know  ye  therefore  that  the  Lord 


f  Nyv  &y  iyiva<r>csTZ  ots  7?oiq<rsi  > xp/mv  l,rl  vtyq  7cov  ecv* 
B-pa)7ravf  ors  rccv  tut^uv  <r^/iC)o/jtJiv&)V,  Kj  tS  yhlis  o“/3s vv'jf/jlvov,  rav 
voUtcov  fypouvcyjivav,  rS  ?rypo$  xex.7 cctttvios ovtc$}  TvC'.orvi $  ktmts&'s 

y..X0V%[/jiVY£,  }£  760V  eCOptZTCOV  TrnVjJjCCTCOV  TVJXOf/jSV&V,  Ttj  k'T'j  crxv- 

MVOf/jiVOV,  S7Ti  700  7T0cStil  tS  04  OCV^COTFOi  6i7ti<TZSV7£$  ifftfAtViSO  l 

tsc7$  e&foxi'uir,,  Teltam.*Levi. 

D  “  will 


f£  will  execute  judgment  upon  the  fons  of 
te  men,  who  when  the  rocks  Jkall  be  rent , 
and  the  Sun  be  put  out ,  and  the  waters 
<c  dried  up,  and  the  fire  fhall  make  a 
trembling,  and  the  whole  creation  (hall 
be  difordered,  and  the  invifible  fpirits 
<c  fhall  melt  away,  and  the  invifible  world 
“  fhall  be  defpoiled,  at  the  pajjion  of  the 
“  ?noji  high ,  will  yet  be  incredulous,  and 
<c  continue  in  their  unrighteous  actions/’ 

A  man  that  makes  no  difficulty  about 
the  expreffion  —  at  the  pajjion  of  the  moffc 
high-—  may  very  reafonably  afk,  whether 
at  the  death  of  Chrift  the  waters  were  in 
fad:  dried  up  ;  and  did  the  fire  tremble  ; 
and  was  “  the  fun  extinguifhed,”  or,  put  out  ? 
Is  the  fun  put  out  at  any  ordinary,  or  even 
at  an  extraordinary,  ecliple  ?  Or  is  a  candle 
extinguijhed ,  when  any  thing  is  placed  betwixt 
the  eye  and  that,  which  obftruds  its  light  ? 
If  nothing  of  this  happened  at  that  time,— 
what  will  become  of  this  prophecy  ?  Or  if 
it  be  faid  to  be  a  fort  of  prophetical  lan¬ 
guage,  and  to  be  fulfilled  in  the  fenfe  it 
was  intended,  one  may  afk  how  it  was 
that  it  was  fulfilled  ?  how  is  it  that  no 
writer  ever  mentions  what  would  probably 
anfwer  to  thefe  high  words  ?  One  might 

afk 
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alk  whether  it  be  the  language  of  the  true , 
genuine  facred  writers,  to  fay  the  fun  was 
extinguijhed  at  the  time  of  our  Saviour’s 
paflion?  If  th t  Rocks  were  rent  litterally,  why 
were  not  the  Waters  to  be  dried  up  litterally, 
and  the  Sun  to  be  put  out  litterally  ?  But  this 
fort  of  writers  generally  overall  their  parts ; 
and  not  content  with  the  language  of  un¬ 
doubted  facred  perfons,  they  „  betray  the 
caufe  they  would  fupport,  and  deftroy  that 
faith  they  intend  to  promote. 

Mr.  Whifons  fecond  obfervation  relates  to 
the  teftimony  of  Africanus .  Afric anus  s 

words  are,  “  s  Phlegon  relates,  that  under 
Tiberius  Ccefary  there  was  a  complete  e- 
€C  clipfe  of  the  Sun  at  the  full  moony  from 
cc  the  fixth  till  the  ninth  hour.” 

Upon  this  teftimony  ( or  “  original  evi- 
c#  dence”  who  lived  near  200  years  after 
the  fadt  )  Mr.  Wh's  obfervation  is  —  cc  In 
€€  the  teftimony  of  Phlegon  as  given  us  from 
cc  Africanus  by  Syncellus ,  I  have  put  the 
c<  words  [  at  the  full  moon  ]  and  thofe  other 
£C  words,  [  till  the  ninth  hour ]  into  brack- 
tc  ets :  as  very  probably  later  interpolations, 
crept  out  of  the  margin  into  the  text, 

*  QXtyuv  trope?  S7ri  T cv  TCotva/ww 

yeycnven  n XsUv  ct>pci$  me&TJit.  Africanus 

apud  Synecllum. 

D  2  “  and 
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£c  and  not  the  words  of  Africanus  him- 
££  felf"  p.  29. 

When  one  comes  to  examine  what  are 
the  grounds  of  this  very  great  probability , 
and  to  afk,  is  there  any  variety  of  reading  ; 
any  difference  of  copies  ;  any  author  that 
quotes  Africanus  who  leaves  out  thefe  words  3 
or  has  any  like  words  in  their  places?  The 
anfwer  is,  No.  In  truth,  Africanus  ought 
not  to  have  put  them  in  ;  and  therefore 
Mr.  Whifon  would  leave  them  out*  For 
“  We  otherwife  know,”  fays  he,  *c  and 
<s  that  certainly,  that  Africanus  was  far 
£f  from  a  credulous,  or  carelefs,  or  impo- 
<c  ling  writer  :  nay  that  he  was  the  moll 
€C  learned,  faithful,  and  accurate  Chronolo- 
ger  of  all  antiquity."  ibid. 

Yet  as  ct  faithful  and  accurate"  as  Afri¬ 
canus  was,  ?tis  evident  in  fad:  that  thefe 
words  are  added  to  Phlegon  s  words.  Nor 
is  it  enough  to  fay,  that  <c  very  probably" 
thefe  are  “  later  interpolations."  For  ’tis 
certain,  that  this  addition  to  Phlegon  s  tefli- 
mony  is  as  old  as  Africanus" s  time :  and 
lince  we  find  it  in  fad  in  Africanus ,  whence 
fo  probably  did  it  come  as  from  Africanus 
himfelf  ?  Mr.  V/h.  has  not  ventured  to  llrike 
out  as  fpurious,  that  part  of  the  Latin  O- 

rigen , 
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riven*  where  the  wife  men  of  this  world 
exprefsly  affert,  that  h  Phlegon  did  not  in¬ 
form  us  that  the  eclipfe  happened  at  the  full 
moon .  How  come  the  heathens  by  this  ojec- 
tion,  that  Phlegon  never  faid  that  his  eclipfe 
happened  at  the  full  moon  ?  Some  body  or 
other  muft  have  afferted  that  this  eclipfe 
was  at  the  full  moon ,  and  this  made  them 
fo  careful  to  contradict  it.  And  whence  fo 
€C  probably/’  as  from  this  “  mod:  learned 
<c  chronologer  of  all  antiquity/’  in  whofe 
works  his  exprefsly  aflerted  of  Phlegon  ? 
I  know  not  very  well  how  to  account  for 
it  ;  but  in  faCt  the  men  of  the  feco?id  and 
third  centuries  had  a  fcurvy  trick  of  lying 
for  God’s  fake  :  and  when  one  looks  into 
the  very  long  catalogue  of  books  forged  in 
thofe  times,  one  cannot  be  too  cautious  in 
admitting  what  they  fay  ;  notwithrtanding 
there  may  be  men  credulous  enough  now, 
to  maintain  fuch  forgeries  to  be  authentic 
records  belonging  to  the  Old  and  New  Pefia- 
ment.  Mr,  Whifton  has  no  authority  to  ftrike 
out  of  Africanus  thofe  words,  at  the  full 
moon  ;  nor  thofe  other  —  till  the  ninth  hour  : 

h  Et  Phlegon  quidem  in  Chronicis  fuis  fcripfit  in  priori - 
patu  Tiberii  Caefaris  fadtum  ;  led  non  fignificavit  in  luna 
plena  fadtum.  Qrigen.  in  Matt,  tradt.  35^ 


and 
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and  when  writers  are  “  driven  to  jfuch  dif- 
treffes,”  as  without  any  MSS,  or  any  evi¬ 
dence,  or  any  juft  reafon,  to  ftrike  out  as 
fpurious  any  pafTage  ;  they  become  not  edi¬ 
tors  but  corruptors  of  authors ;  they  are 
properly  forgers,  and  are  anfwerable  to  the 
world  for  fuch  corruptions. 

Mr.  Whi [ton's  third  attempt  is  upon  Ori- 
gen ,  and  tis  very  remarkable,  that  when  he 
could  not  reply  to  the  teftitnony,  he  fets  a- 
liae  as  <c  fpurious”  a  very  long  paffage, 
without  one  MS.  without  the  authority  of 
any  one  writer,  or  without  any  one  reafon. 
Had  he  applied  the  fame  art  to  one  iingle 
fentence  more,  and  pronounced  thofe  words, 
<c  *  Phlegon  indeed  has  written  in  his  Chro- 
<c  nicies,  that  this  eclipfe  happened  under 
<c  the  government  of  'Tiberius  Ccefar ;  but 
<c  he  did  not  inform  us  that  it  happen’d 
<c  at  the  full  moon.”  Nay,  if  he  had 
but  pronounced  the  latter  part  of  this  fen¬ 
tence  to  be  fpurious ,  and  the  former  part  of 
it  out  of  place ;  ( and  this  would  not  have 
been  the  firft  inftance,  where  dillocations 
have  been  thought  of  by  Mr.  Whijlon ,  in 

*  Et  Vhlegon  quidem  in  Chronicis  fuis  fcripfit  in  princi- 
patu  Tiberii  Caefaris  fadum,  fed  non  fignificavit  in  iuna  plena 
hoe  fa&um. 


order 
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order  to  account  for  a  difficulty ) - How 

eafy  then  would  all  be  reconciled  ?  Or  fince 
he  was  willing  to  fet  afide  as  fpurious  fo 
very  long  a  paffage,  why  could  he  not  have 
made  the  objection  of  the  children  of  this 
world  end  with  the  queftion  they  propofe.-— 
€<  *  How  could  a  fadt  fo  wonderful  be 
paffed  over  in  fuch  filence,  as  not  to  be 
mentioned  by  any  Greek  or  Barbarian  to 
41  have  happened  at  that  time?  efpecially 
by  'thofe  who  have  written  Chronicles, 
and  have  taken  notice  when  ever  any 
thing  new  was  obferved  ?  and  then 
make  Qrigen  anfwer  diredtly,— -  •f*  “  Phlegon 
€£  has  not  only  written  in  his  Chronicles 
£€  that  this  eclipfe  happened  under  the  go- 
vernment  of  Tiberius  Ccefar ,  but  alio  has 
€C  informed  us  that  it  did  happen  at  the  full 
C€  moon/’  Tojuftify  this  reading,  the  ex- 
prefs  words  of  Africanus ,  and  the  Chronic  on 
Alexandnnuniy  and  PhiloponuSy  and  Maxi - 


*  Quomodo  hoc  fadlum  tam  mirabile  nemo  Gnecorum, 
nemo  Barbarorum  fadtum  confcripfit  in  tempore  illo  ?  maxi- 
me  qui  Chronica  confcripferunt,  et  notaverunt  ficubi  tale  a]i- 
quid  novum  fadtum  eft  aliquando,  fed  foli  hoc  fcripferunt  ve- 
ftri  au  tores  ? 

+  Et  Phlegon  quidem  in  Chronicis  fuis  fcripfit  in  prin- 
cipatu  Tiberii  Caftans  fadtum,  fed  non  [ac  etiam]  fignifi- 
cavit  in  luna  plena  hoc  fadtum. 


mus 
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mus,  (a  original  evidences  ”  all,  and  all  pofi- 
tively  concurring  in  the  fame  teftimony, ) 
might  have  been  produced  to  prove,  and  (when 
all  the  reft  is  ftruck  out  as  fpurious, )  they 
would  have  proved  that  Phlegon  did  write 
that  there  was  an  eclipfe  at  the  full  moon  : 
and  thus  we  fhould  have  had  <£  authen- 
<£  tic  records’"  to  prove  that  Phlegon  did 
fay  in  fadt,  what  is  now  known  that  he  ne¬ 
ver  did  delign  to  fay. 

’Tis  very  remarkable  then  that  Mr.  JVhif- 
ton  begins  his  evidence,  i ft,  with  a  notori¬ 
ous  forged  book  :  In  his  fecond  obfervation, 
he  himfelf  corrupts  one  lingle  fentence  of 
Africanus  in  two  feveral  places  :  and  in  his 
third  obfervation,  he  fets  afide  as  fpurious, 
a  very  long  paffage  of  Origen ,  only  becaufe 
it  contained  in  effedl  a  dernonftration,  that 
Phlegon  s  eclipfe  had  no  relation  to  the 
darknefs  at  our  Saviour’s  paflion.  From 
fuch  a  beginning  one  may  imagine  what 
will  be  the  end. 

However,  in  order  to  fhew  what  little 
grounds  Mr.  Wh.  has  for  this  proceeding, 
let  it  be  obferved,  in  general 

f,  That  Origen  in  his  allowed  genuine 
works,  notwithftanding  his  profeffion  that 

he 
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he  had  1  done  all  he  could ,  yet  cited  Phle- 
gon  fo  carelefsly ,  that  he  did  not  give  him- 
felf  the  trouble  of  looking  into  him  ,  or 
confulting  his  book.  This  appears  from 
his  not  knowing  certainly  in  what  book  of 
Phlegon’s  this  eclipfe  was  mentioned.  ££  kIt 
£C  is”  fays  he,  £C  I  suppose  in  the  13th  book 
££  of  his  chronicles.” 

2 dly,  All  that  he  quotes  Phlegon  for  in 
his  allowed  genuine  works,  is,  1  ££  That  there 
£C  was  an  eclipfe  in  'Tiberius  Ccefars  reign:” 
and  he  determines  only,  that  £C  fome  time 
£C  in  that  reign  Jefus  was  crucified and 
that  this  eclipfe  and  earthquake  happened 
£C  fome  time  about  the  time  of  the  paflion 
£C  of  Jefus.”  This  is  the  whole  of  what 
Origen  fays  in  his  Greek  works :  and  con- 
fequently  Mr.  Wh .  fays  more  than  his  ££  ori- 
cc  ginal  evidence  ”  amounts  to,  when  he 
fays,  that  the  ££  genuine  Origen  fays  the 
£C  darknefs  at  our  Saviour's  paflion  was  cau- 
<c  fed  by  an  eclipfe  of  the  Sum”  p,  30, 

1  Kara  to  ^ovoctov,  c.  Celf.  p.  96.  The  very  fame  expref- 
fion  occurs  in  this  Treatiie  upon  Matthew,  In  quantum  mihi 
ex  Deo  eft  <virtus. 

k  ‘ Ev  tco  Tpicrx.c&i^'sKotTM  OIMAI,  r&v  xpovixav.  c.  Celf.  p.  80. 

1  Ob  fia.<rtxivcvTc$  xt  6  iv,<ns$  soixsv  s^uvpaS'ctt.  ib  d.  src  pzB'iU/sva 

t  /  f  /  jr  *  r-o~t  »  ^  f  /w  t  ,  *  rv 

TOV  <PA SyoVTcC  trOfUKTMVTM  KATA  Toy  %pO>OV  TV  TV 

Tsooroc  ctX'wryxsyai.  p.  96. 
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3  dh,  Mr.  Wk  affirms,  that  “  the  genuine 
u  Qrigen  never  confines  either  the  great 
££  darknefs,  or  the  great  earthquake  to  Ju- 
u  dea This  I  admit  to  be  true  :  but  the 
reafon  of  it  is,  he  never  in  his  Greek  works 
fpeaks  a  word  about  it,  whether  it  was,  or 
was  not,  confin’d  to  Judea , 

4 thly,  He  fays,  that  the  ££  genuine  and 
£C  great  Origen  could  not  poffibly  be  guilty 
££  of  fo  grols  an  abfurdity  as  once  to  fup- 
*£  pofe  that  by,  all  the  earth,  or,  all  the 
££  land,  i.  e.  nxdvcu  ryv  yy\ v,  might  be  meant— 
££  the  land  of  Judea  only.  ”  I  reply,  ijl. 
This  is  no  abfurdity.  2 dly,  the  reafoning 
is  good,-—  that  as  certain  of  the  facets  which 
were  done  at  the  paffion  of  Chrift,  were 
done  no  where  but  at  Jerufalem  where  Je- 
fus  was  known  ;  fo  the  other  fadts  likewife 
may  very  reafonably  be  fuppofed  to  be  done 
in  Jerufalem ,  or  Judea  at  furtheft,  where 
Chrift  lived,  and  preached,  and  was  knowrn, 
or  heard  of.  Nor  can  any  great  ufe  be  con¬ 
ceiv’d  of  a  miracle  worked  all  over  the  world 
as  an  atteftation  of  the  million  of  a  perfon 
who  was  not  then  known,  nor  heard  of5 
nor  likely  to  be  heard  of  for  many  years 
in  many  places  ;  nor  in  home  places  heard 
of  in  many  centuries,  3 dly,  Suppofing  that 
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in  fadt  there  was  no  three  hours  darknefs  all 
over  the  world,  as  it  does  not  appear  that 
there  was,  then  the  words  —  all  the  land— 
mu  ft  be  confined  to  Judea  in  this  paflage, 
tho’  there  were  no  other  inftance  in  the 
New  cTeJlament  of  the  like  ufe  of  thofe 
words.  But  4 thly>  it  is  mod:  probable,  and 
I  could  produce  very  good  criticks  and  in¬ 
terpreters  of  Scripture,  antient  as  well  as 
modern  that  maintain  it,  that  by,  all  the 
land ,  or,  all  the  earth ,  no  more  is  intended 
than  that  country  alone  of  which  the  au¬ 
thor  is  fpeaking.  But  ’tis  foreign  to  my 
purpofe  to  enter  into  this  point.  ra 

$thly>  ’Tis  granted  that  the  Latin  works 
of  Origen ,  in  general,  are  not  of  equal  va¬ 
lue  or  authority  with  his  Greek  ones.  We 
know,  that  his  tranflator’s  n  <£  have  endea- 
<c  voured  to  remove  whatever  was  ojfenjive 
€c  in  him  ;  and  took  care  that  nothing; 
€<  fhould  appear  difcrepant  from  the  re- 

m  V.  Le  nouveau  Teftament  de  Beaufobre  et  L’enfant.  Pre¬ 
face  General,  f.  xx,  xxi.  Notes  fure  Luc,  2.  1.  Idioma  eft 
fanftae  fcripturse  ut  omnem  terram  illius  fignificet  provinciae  de 
qua  fermo  eft  ;  quod  quidam  non  intelligentes,  ad  omnium 
terrarum  fubverfionem  trahunt.  Hieron.  in  Efai.  c.  13. 

n  In  quibus  cum  aliquanta  ofFendicula  inveniantur  in  grasco, 
ita  elimavit  omnia  interpretando  atque  purgavit,  ut  nihil  in 
illis  quod  a  tide  noftra  difcrepet,  Latinus  ledor  inveniat.  Prof. 
Puffini  in  lib.  srtfi  Origen. 

E  2  “  ceived 


(28) 

ft<  ceived  faith/*  But  what  then  ?  Is  there 
any  evidence  that  the  prefent  part,  where 
orthodoxy  is  not  concerned,  is  fpurious  or 
corrupted  ?  Or  has  this  particular  paffage 
been  ever  objected  to  as  cc  fpurious  ”  before 
now  ?  In  matters  of  herefy,  or  of  private 
opinion,  no  doubt  Origeri s  books  have  been 
corrupted,  and  made  to  fpeak  orthodoxly  ; 
and  in  thofe  cafes  his  Latin  works  are  not 
of  any  great  authority,  nor  much  to  be 
depended  on.  But  what  is  that  to  the  pre¬ 
fent  point  ?  St.  Jerom  puts  this  queftion, 
which  I  think  very  pertinent  to  the  prefent 
cafe  0  :  “  If  one  book  of  Origeri s  has  been 
cc  corrupted,  are  therefore  all  his  works  cor- 
tc  rupted,  which  he  pubiifhed  at  different 
u  times  and  different  places  ?  ” 

Lajlly ,  Since  this  long  paffage  is  pretend¬ 
ed  to  be  fpurious,  I  cannot  but  ask,  which 
is  the  mod  probable,  whether  he  that  forged 
it  fhould  forge  it  in  favour  of  a  common 
received  opinion,  and  with  the  feeming  con¬ 
curring  teflimonies  of  Origeri s  friend,  Afri¬ 
cans  y  and  other  old  writers;  or  that  he 
ihould  fet  down  in  Origeri  §  name  a  peculiar 

°  Si  uniis  violatus  eft  liber,  num  univerla  ejus  opera,  quas 
diverfis  &  locis  &  temporibus  edidit,  fimul  corrumpi  potue- 
runt  ?  Hieronym .  ad  Pamyiach . 

notion 
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notion  of  his  own,  in  fiat  contradiction  as 
is  pretended  to  the  author  whom  he  pe rib- 
nates  ?  Thus  much  in  general :  I  fhall  now 
examine  the  particular  inftances  which 
Mr.  Wh.  has  produced. 

if,  He  fays,  “  The  genuine  Origen  quotes 
<£  the  text  of  St.  Luke  as  it  flood  in  the 
cc  copies  of  his  age— -that  there  w as  dark - 
nefs  in  the  day  time  by  an  eclipfe  of  the 
“  fun .  The  other  [  i.  e.  the  Latin  Origen  ] 
*c  looks  on  that  reading  as  an  interpolation, 
€c  indeed  as  a  dangerous  interpolation  made 
by  the  enemies  of  chriftianity.”  p.  30. 
This  is  a  very  great  mifreprefentation  of 
Origen :  For  Origen  never  tC  quotes  the 
cc  text  of  St.  Luke ”  as  having  thefe  words-- 
there  was  a  darknefs  in  the  day-time  by  an 
eclipfe  of  the  fun.  Origen  himfelf  fays  fo  : 
but  he  does  not  cite  it,  as  being  cc  in  the 
<c  copies  of  St.  Luke  in  his  age.” 

2 dly,  Mr.  Wh.  proceeds,  cc  The  Latin  Q- 
tc  rigen  directly  denies,  that  the  evangelifts 
“  do  fo  much  as  name  the  fun  upon  the 
<c  occafion ;  not  only  contrary  to  Origen  s 
lc  own  words,  and  citation  of  St.  Luke's 
€C  gofpel,  but  contrary  to  all  the  citations, 
“  and  MSS.  of  St.  Luke7  now  known  in  the 
^  world.”  ibid. 


Here 
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Here  indeed  a  difficulty  arifes,— which  way 
Origen  could  fay  €C  that  the  evangelifts  had 
not  named  the  fun  in  that  place,  but  only 
iC  that  there  was  darknefs  over  all  the  earth  f 
-—When  St.  Luke  had  mentioned  the  fun's 
being  darkned*  But  fuppofing  this  could 
not  at  all  be  accounted  for  ;  all  that  would 
follow  is,  that  Origen  forgot  himfelf ;  that 
in  his  zeal  to  account  for  a  difficulty*  which 
would  s  Cc  flagger  a  wife  man  who  hear- 
£C  kens  to  every  thing  with  reafon  and 
judgment/'  he  had  been  guilty  of  a  mif- 
take.  And  who  is  not  fometimes  faulty  in 
this  refpedt  ?  Is  every  thing  to  be  reje&ed 
as  cc  fpurious/*  where  there  are  fuch  inac¬ 
curacies  as  thefe?  But  perhaps  if  we  con- 
iider  Origen  with  candour,  and  take  his 
words  not  too  rigoroufly,  he  may  not  have 
been  guilty  of  fo  great  a  miflake.  What  if 
he  meant  by  —  u  the  evangelifts  no  more 
than  Matthew  and  Mark  ?  Will  not  his 
manner  of  expreffion  a  little  before  juftify 
this  interpretation  of  him  >  When  he  un- 

p  Cai  talia  refpondemus ;  primum  qtiidem  quod  omnino 
Evangeliftse  nec  nominaverunt  folem  in  ifto  loco,  fed  tantum 
quia  tenebras  fa6tae  funt  liiper  omnem  terrain.  Origen.  Trade, 
in  Matt.  35tus. 

‘t  Potens  movere  omnem  hominem  fapientem,  qui  —  omnia 
cum  ratione  &  judicio  audit,  ibid. 
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dertook  to  anfwer  the  difficulty  under  con- 
fideration.— “  How  could  a  fadt  fo  wonder- 
“  ful  as  the  darknefs  over  all  the  world  be 
<c  pafs’d  over  in  fuch  filence } ” —  He  begins 
thus :  r  “  We  fay  then  that  Matthew  and 
cc  Mark  have  not  faid  that  there  was  an 

eclipfe  of  the  fun  which  happened  at  that 
“  time :  no  nor  Luke  according  to  the 
cc  greateft  part  of  the  copies/3  If  there¬ 
fore  he  meant  no  more  than  the  two  for¬ 
mer  evangelifs ,  when  he  faid,  that  “  the 
ce  evangelifts  had  not  named  the  fun  in 
cc  that  place/3  this  folution  of  the  difficulty 
might  be  born,  rather  than  rejedl  the  whole 
as  fpurious.  But  I  would  not  infill  on  this 
defence  of  Origen.  What  I  am  apt  to  think 
to  be  the  more  true  ftate  of  the  cafe  is  this. 
Origen  fuppofes  that  fomebody  might  fay  % 
cc  —  If  the  darknefs  did  not  proceed  from 
“  an  eclipfe  of  the  fun,  but  from  fome 

r  Dicimus  ergo,  quod  Matthseus  &  Marcus  non  dixerunt 
defe&ionem  foils  tunc  faftam  fuifie  :  fed  neque  Lucas,  fecundam 
pleraque  exemplaria.  ibid. 

s  Dicit  aliquis—  fi  non  ex  defe&ione  folis  fadtae  funt  tenebrse 
tunc  fuper  omnem  terram  Judaeam  et  Hierufalem,  fed  ex  alte¬ 
ra  caufa,  oilende  caufam.  Cui  talia  refpondemus :  primum 
quidem  quod  omnino  Evangeliltae  nec  nominaverunt  fole?n  in 
ifto  loco  j  fed  tan  turn  quia  tenebrae  fadlae  funt  fuper  omnem 
terram.  Si  enim  tenebrae  fadlae  funt  fuper  omnem  terram  foie 
non  nominate,  fine  dubio  confequens  ell  intelligere  quafdam 
tenebrofiflimas  nubes  — -  concurrifie  fuper  terram  judaeam,  & 
Hierufalem,  ad  cooperiendos  radios  folis  :  &  ideo  profundre 
fa&ce  funt  tenebrce  a  fexta  liora  ulque  ad  nonam. 


“  other 


(  32  ) 

<c  other,  caufe,  tell  us  what  that  was,” 
To  which  he  replies.  ££  In  the  firft  place, 

<c  that  the  evangelifts  have  not  at  all 
named  the  fun,  [  he  intended  to  fay  as 
££  eclipfed  ]  in  that  place,  but  only  that 
“  there  was  darknefs  over  all  the  earth. 

<c  Now  if  the  darknefs  was  over  all  the 
tc  earth,  without  naming  the  fun,”  [  i.  e. 
as  eclipfed,]  cc  doubtlefs  we  are  thence  to  un» 
“  derftand  that  certain  very  dark  clouds” 
concurred,  £i  which  obftruaed  the  rays  of 
“  the  fun,”  and  thence  came  <c  the  darknefs 
“  from  the  fixth  hour  to  the  ninth.”  What 
is  there  forc’d  or  unnatural  in  this  inter¬ 
pretation  ?  He  is  fpeaking  of  an  eclipfe  of 
the  fun,  as  not  being  named  by  neither 
Matthew ,  Mark ,  nor  Luke .  The  objection 
is,  ££  if  an  eclipfe  of  the  fun  be  not  the 
<c  caufe  of  this  darknefs,  what  then  can  be 
<c  the  caufe  \  His  anfwer  is,  an  eclipfe  of  the 
fun  not  being  named  by  the  evangelifts,  you 
have  no  occafion  to  recur  to  that  as  the 
caufe  ;  ftnce  great,  thick,  dark,  clouds  might 
caufe  it  by  their  obftrudting  the  rays  of 
the  fun,  as  much  as  the  interpofition  of 
the  moon  could  do.  He  meant  therefore 
all  along  by,  <£  the  evangelifts  not  naming 

u  the 


6C  the  Sun,”  their  not  naming  it  as  ecUpfed ,  fined 
in  his  own  folution  by  €*  dark  clouds  obfti  lifting 
“  the  rays  of  the  fun”  he  fuppofes  that  it  may  be 
?jamed  in  the  folution,  as  much  as  if  he  had  oc~ 
cafion  to  mention  an  eclipfe  of  the  fun  it  felf. 

But  let  us  fuppofe  the  world,  that  no  fcheme 
will  fully  account  for  this  paffage  in  Origen ,  yet 
lince  we  know  what  a  fort  of  tranflator  this  was ; 
one  that  was  very  mean,  and  had  very  little  fkill 
in  that  language  from  which  he  tranflated;  one 
of  very  little  fagacity,  and  that  very  rarely  ex- 
prefied  fully  the  fentiment  of  his  author;  —  an 
accidental  blunder  mayjuftly  be  imputed  to  him, 
when  at  the  fame  time  two  or  three  whole  pages 
are  not  to  be  treated  as  fpuriousmeerly  on  account 
of  a  miflake,  unlefs  one  had  fome  evidence,  feme 
authority  for  it.  ’Tis  granted  that  thefe  treatifes 
on  Matthew  are  c  miferably  mangled  and  deform¬ 
ed:  Tis  granted  that  this  tranilator,  whoever 
he  was,  was  as  ignorant,  and  as  deititute  of 
fagacity  in  finding  the  fenfe  of  Origen ,  as  Mr, 
Wh.  from  Hnetius  pretends.  Yet  I  muft  obferve, 
that  Hnetins  no  where  intimates  any  thing  con¬ 
cerning  this  particular  35^  traft,  hut  fpeaks  in 
general  concerning  all  the  difeourfes  on  Mat¬ 
thew.  He  no  where  fays  that  this  particular 
traft  is  more  corrupted  than  others.  Unlefs  there- 

1  Mifere  deforma ta  funt  quas  Latinis  editionibus  continentur. 
Huet.  Origenianorum  1.  3US  p.  za.%.  v.  p.  234. 
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fore  fome  further  evidence  can  be  produced , 
his  general  charges  againft  this  tranflator  will 
not  amount  to  any  proofs  of  fpurioufnels  in  this 
particular  place. 

Again:  Allowing  the  charge  of  ignorance 
in  this  tranflator  to  be  juft;  and  allowing  that 
he  is  quite  deftitute’of  Jagacity ,  as  Huetiusy  and 
from  him  Mr.  Whijlon ,  pretends:  What  will  be 
the  moft probable  confequence?  Can  anything 
fhew  greater  acutenefs ,  and  greater  jagacity  y  than 
the  folution  of  the  difficulty  before  us  ?  Or  does 
he  fafs  over  the  difficulty  as  the  manner  u  of 
this  tranflator  was?  No:  So  far  from  it,  that 
he  very  largely  accounts  for  it.  The  charges 
therefore  againft  this  verflon  rather  prove  that 
this  was  really  Origen  s  own  account  of  this  mat¬ 
ter,  than  his  tranflator’s.  But  to  proceed. 

3 dlyy  Mr.  Wh.  obferves,  “  that  the  genuin 
“  Origen  cites,  both  in  his  Greek  and  the  former 
“  part  of  this  Latin  Verflon,  Phlegon ,  as  a  real 
“  and  valuable  heathen  witnefs  to  the  truth  of 
c;  the  extrordinary  darknefs,  or  eclipfe  of  the  fun 
“  related  in  the  gofpeta  But  the  other  is  ra- 
“  ther  bufy  in  fetting  afide  allfuch  heathen  te- 
a  ftimonies.” 

The  truth  is,  Origen  in  his  books  againft  Cel- 
Jus  is  fo  far  from  citing  Phlegon  as  “  a  real  and 

w  DifficHlima  quaequc  qual; conlulto prasternjilxt.  ibid.  p.  2$'* 
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“  valuable  heathen  wicnefs  to  the  truth  of  the 
“  darknefs  mentioned  in  the  gofpels,”  that  kis 
impoffible  to  conceive  a  wicnefs  cited,  that 
fpeaks  lefs  to  the  purpofe,  than  Qrigen  with 
“  x  all  his  abilities’’  makes  Phlegon  there  to  fpeak. 
And  as  to  the  Latin  Qrigen ,  he  owns  freely  that 
he  knew  of  no  “  valuable  heathen  teftimony”  to 
any  Eclipfe  at  all  at  the  precife  time  of  our  Savi¬ 
our’s  death.  The  one  cites  Phlegon  as  fpeaking  of 
an  eclipfe  about  the  time  of  ChrifVs  death  \  the 
other  declares  he  knew  no  heathen  that  menti¬ 
ons  the  very  particular  darknefs  at  his  death. 

It  is  not  my  defirenor  defign  to  aggravate  any 
difficulties,  but  to  remove  them  if poffible:  And 
when  a  fair  and  rational  folution  of  any  objec¬ 
tion  againfl  the  gofpel  is  offered,  I  always  with 
the  utmofl  pleafure  and  fatisfaclion  embrace  it. 
And  accordingly  I  take  the  folution  of  Qrigen 
to  be  very  poffible  and  probable.  If  any  one  is 
of  opinion  that  the  darknefs  at  the  paffion  arofe 
from  a  real  Eclipfe  of  the  fun ,  i.  e.  from  an 
eclipfe  at  the  full  moon  ^  I  think  he  ought  fairly 
to  anfwer  the  difficulty  propofed  by  Qrigen.  Y 

Suppofe 

x  K ala  to  t'wa.Tov..  Orig.  c.  Cels.  p.  96. 
y  Pone  quia  extra  confuetudinem  fadta  ell  ilia  defedtio  loll iti 
tempore  non  antiquo,  Tub  princlpatu  Romano  rum  ;  ita  ut  tens* 
bne  fierent  fuper  omnera  terram  ufque  ad  horam  nonam  :  quo- 
modo  hoc  fadtum  tam  mirabile  nemo  Graecorum ,  nemo  Barba- 
rorum  fadtum  confcripfit  in  tempore  illo?  maxime  qui  Chronica 
confcripferunt,  &  notaverunt  licubi  tale  aliquod  novum  factum  eit 
aliquando  ;  fed  foli  hoc  fcripferunt  vedri  auctorss.  Et  Phlegon 
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u  Suppofe  ccfay$  he/’  this  eclipfe  of  the  Sun  to 
cc  have  been  an  extraordinary  one, and  that  it  hap- 
■c  pened  not  long  ago,  under  the  Roman  govern- 
sc  ment,  and  this  fo  that  there  was  darknefs  over 
cc  all  the  world  till  the  ninth  hour  :  How  cou’d  a 
“  fad:  fo  wonderful  be  pafs’d  over  in  fuch  filence 
€c  as  not  to  be  mention’d  by  any  Greek  or  Bar- 
“  barian  to  have  happened  at  that  time?  Efpe- 
cc  daily  by  thofe  that  have  written  Chronicles* 
“  and  have  taken  notice  whenever  any  thing 
tc  new  was  obferved  ?  So  that  they  are  only  your 
own  authors  that  write  about  it.  Phlegon 
<?  indeed  has  written  in  his  chronicles  of  an  e- 
clipfe  that  happened  under  the  government 
of  "Tiberius  Cafar  3  but  he  did  not  inform  us 
*c  that  it  happened  at  the  fullmoon Thus  far 
the  allowed  “  genuin'’  Origen  Rates  the  difficult 
ty.  If  any  one  can  anfwer  it  upon  any  other  prin¬ 
ciple?  except’ thofe  which  the  Latin  Origen 
maintains,  he  muff  produce  fome  Greek  or  Ro¬ 
man  teftinionies  for  it ;  or  he  muff  prove  by  fome 
medium  or  other  that  Phlegon  really  fpoke  of 
the  darknefs  at  the  paffion.  This  has  not  yet 
been  done  3  nor  do  I  apprehend  that  it  can  be 


quidern  in  Chronicis  fuis  fcripfit  in  principatu  Tiberij  Caefuris  fa¬ 
ctum  ;  fed  non  fignilicavit  in  Luna  plena  hoc  fadturn,  Orig.  in 
Matt.  Trafl.  35Ct13 
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done,  lince  Mr.  Whijlon  has  not  been  able  to 
produce  one  argument  to  prove  it. 

It  had  been  obferved  by  me  that  Afrlcanus , 
(who  Mr.  Wh,  fays  “  was  far  from  a  credulous 
<f  or  carelefs  writer,  nay  that  he  was  the  moft 
ss  learned  and  accurate  chronologer  of  all  anti- 
<£  quity,”  p.  29  )  Africanus ,  I  fay,  had  afferted 
that  Chrift  died  in  the  15th  of  Tiberius:  And 
confequently,  that  if  Phlegons  eclipfe  happened 
at  the  fame  time  that  Chrift  died, then  “the  moft 
*c  learned  and  accurate’"  Africanus  muft  luppole 
Phlegons  eclipfe  to  have  happened  in  the  4^ 
year  of  the  20ifc  olympiad,  or  in  the  ift  year 
of  the  202".  This  confequence  is  not  denied: 
Nor  is  the  Year  of  Africanus  pretended  to  be 
mifreprefented  by  me  ;  nay  Mr.  JVh .  owns,  that 
“  Jerom’s  prefent  copies  fay  twice  that  Africa - 
<c  nus  believed  the  death  of  Chrift  to  have  been 
“  in  the  15  th  of  Tiberius .”  How  then  is  this 
objection  anfwered  by  Mr.  Whijlon  ?  Why  tru¬ 
ly  ;  this,  fays  he,  “  is  direcStly  contrary  to  the  entire 
“  chronological  reafoning  of  the  fame  Africa - 
cg  nus  —  which  clearly  agrees  to  the  ending  Da- 
<£  met  s  weeks  at  the  ifr,  2d,  or3dyear  of  the  2024 
“  olympiad,  and  at  the  1 6  h,  17th,  and  18th  of 
€C  Tiberius Be  it  fo.  It  only  follows  that  c<  the 
<£  moft  accurate”  Africanus  was  in  truth  inac¬ 
curate.  However:  Which  is  the  molt  proba¬ 
ble 
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ble  way  of  knowing,  or  of  judging  of  any  ones 

opinion  in  what  year  any  fa£t  happened ;  —  from 
following  the  evidence  of  his  own  exprefs,  pre- 
cife,  determinate  words,  affixing  a  fa£t  to  a 
certain  year ;  or  from  a  long  fcheme  of  chrono¬ 
logical  reafoning, where  there  may  be  abundance 
of  miftakes  in  every  ftep  ?  Efpecially  if  we  add, 
what  Mr.  Wh.  allows,  that  chronology  was  then 
u  but  in  its  infancy,”  p.  38.  i.  e.  far  from  being 
exafli. 

But  in  the  prefent  cafe  there  is  ftill  fome~ 
thing  more  peculiar.  Africanus  reckons  the 
15th  of  Tiberius ,  and  the  fecond  year  of  the 
20  2d  olympiad,  and  the  year  of  ChriiYs  death? 
all  to  coincide  ;  as  jerom  z  tranflates  him ;  and 
he  pretends  to  give  us  a  his  very  words.  Eu - 

febius  has  preferved  the  fame  paffage;  but  what 
is  very  remarkable,  he  has  omitted  the  year  in 


2  Ipli  macedones  regnaverunt  annis  trecentis :  atque  exinde  uf- 
que  ad  annum  qnintum  decimum  \ Tiberij  C  a’ far  is  quando  paJJ'us 

eft  Cbriftus  numerantur  anni  fexaginta - A  vicefimo  autem 

anno  Artaxerxis  regis  ufque  ad  Chriftum  complentur  Hebdomadas 

feptuaginta,  juxta  lunarem  Hebraeorum  fupputationem. - Nam 

a  centefimo  et  quin  to  decimo  anno  regni  Perfarum ,,  quando  Ar- 
taxerxes  rex  ejufdem  imperij  vicefimum  regni  fui  habebat  annum, 
et  erat  Oftogelimae  et  tertiae  olympiadis  annus  quartus  ufque  ad 
ducentelimam  fecundam  olympiadem,  et  fecundum  ejufdem  olym¬ 
piadis  annum ,  dfiberij  que  C safaris  annum  decimum  qnintum  colii- 
guntur  anni  quadringenti  feptuaginta  quinque,  qui  faciunt  annos 
Rebraieos  quadringentos  nonaginta  juxta  lunares  (ut  diximus)  men- 
fes.  Africanus  apud  Hieronymum  in  Danielem . 

3  H<ee  Africanus  eifdem  verbis  quibus  exprellimus  iocutus  eft  ibid. 

which 
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which  Africanus  faid  that  Chrift  died,  viz.  the 
i£th  of  Tiberius ;  and  he  makes  b  “  the  2d  year 
“  of  the  202d  olympiad,  and  the  16th  of  Tibe- 
rius  to  coincide.”  Now,  from  the  “chrono- 
ec  logical  reafoning”  of  Africanus  y  we  cannot 
be  certain  whether  Chrift  died  in  the  15th  of 
Tiberius ,  as  Jerom  makes  him  fav;  or  in  the 
16th,  as  Eufebius  makes  him  fay ;  or  even  in  the 
I7rh,  as  his  “  reafoning  about  the  difference  be- 
twixt  Solar  and  Lunar  years  may  make  it  out. 
<£  The  moft  accurate’"  Africanus  therefore  is 
certainly  in  this  point  inaccurate;  and  take  him 
in  what  manner  you  will,  as  either  Eufebius , 
or  Jerom  reprefents  him ,  in  none  of  thefe 
fchemes  will  the  death  of  Chrift  happen  in  the 
4th  year  °f  the  202"  olympiad. 

However,  when  I  produced  Jerofns  autho¬ 
rity  to  prove  that  Africanus  thought  that  Chrift 
died  in  the  15*  ^Tiberius,  unlefs  there  were 
fome  clear  evidence  that  Jerom  miftook  or  mif- 
reprelented  him,  it  ought  to  be  admitted  fufEL 
cient  to  prove  that  Africanus  thought  Phiegon  s 
eclipfe  to  have  happened  fome  time  in  the  4th 
year  of  the  2Qiit}  or  in  the  1  c  year  of  the  202d 
olympiad.  But  my  argument  went  further: 


,  AS &*n***s  eho-Z  «r«,  ^’O oyfwrn 
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African,  apud  Eufeb.  £)emonl{.  Evang.  1.  8, 
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For  I  fhewed  that  Origen  was  in  the  fame  o 
pinion,  or  varied  but  little  from  it ;  and  fo  was 
Tertullian ,  and  LaSlantius ,  and  Clemens  Alex - 
andrinus ;  and,  in  general,  this  was  the  current 
notion  of  all  the  primitive  chriftians,  or  all  but 
one.  It  follows  therefore  that  Origen  and  all 
the  primitive  chriftians,  as  well  as  Africanus , 
mu  ft  conceive  Phlegon  s  eclipfe  to  have  hap¬ 
pened  in  that  year,  fmce  they  thought  that 
Chrift  died  in  that  year:  And  fince  it  appears 
that  in  fad:  there  was  fuch  an  eclipfe  in  that 
year,  their  teftimonies  are  fo  many  evidences, 
that  Phlegon  fpoke  of  an  eclipfe  in  that  year, 
and  not  of  a  darknefs  that  happened  three  years 
after,. 

Mr.  J¥hijlonys  next  remark  is  about  Philopo - 
nus.  He  grants  that  he  cc  afcribes  both  the  e- 
clipfe  and  the  earthquake  as  taken  out  of  Phle - 
€s gon  to  the  2d  year  of  the  202d  olympiad 
but  then, he  adds cc  that  he  likewife  twice  afcribes 

*  >  ,y« 

cc  them  to  the  4th  year  of  that  olympiad.  So 
«c  that  this  Philoponus  who  has  long  been  fup- 
cc  pofed  to  be  the  only  old  author  who  quoted 
“  Phlegon1  s  teftimony  as  belonging  to  the  2dyear 
of  the  202d  olympiad,  appears  now  to  be  of  all 
ct  others  the  moft  undeniable  witnefs,  that  it  be- 
«  longed  to  the  4th  year  of  that  olympiad,  and  to 
C£  no  other :  And  all  this  while  he  appears  not  to 

sc  have 
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(C  have  taken  his  accounts  from  Eufebiusy  or  Je~ 
cc  rom,  or  die  Chronic  on  Alexandrinum^  but  from 
“  Phlegon s  own  olympiads  //ra  lying  before 
C£  &’/;/:  as  any  one  may  fee  upon  the  perufal  of 
C£  his  own  words/’y>.3  3. 

A  ftranger  to  Books  of  litterature  wou’d  na^ 
turally  think  from  this  obfervation, that  Mr.  Wh . 
had  now  firft  made  this  difcovery  that  Philo - 
ponus  was  inconfiftent  with  himfelf  in  relation 
to  Phlegon.  What  elfe  can  he  mean  by  fay¬ 
ing  —  “  lb  that  this  Philoponns  who  has  long 
“  been  fuppofed  to  be  the  only  old  author  who 
ci  quoted  Phlegon  §  teftimony  as  belonging  to 
cc  the  2"  year  of  the  202 'olympiad,  appears  now 
<c  to  be  of  all  others  the  molt  undeniable  wit- 
“  nefs,”  &c.  Did  not  Huetius  obferve  this  long  a- 
goe?  Did  not  he  propofe  to  change  the  word  Ssvfyu 
into  redact)  to  reconcile  Philoponns  with  himfelf 
and  with  other  writers  ?  This  inconfiftency  then 
is  not  left  to  be  now  firft  found  out  by  Mr.  Wbi- 
Jlon,  but  has  long  been  obferved  by  others. 

However,  what  I  would  principally  obferve 
is,  that  in  the  place  where  Philoponns  quotes 
Phlegon  s  own  words,  there  he  has  it  —  “in  the 
<c  fecond  year  of  the  202d  olympiad/'  When 
he  twice  fpeaks  of  the  fourth  year  of  the  2021 
olympiad ,  there  he  only  gives  us  Phlegon  s 
fenfe,  and  not  the  words  of  Phlegon  himfelf.  And 

G  from 
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from  this  obfervation  I  argue  thus:  If  Philopo - 
nus  cc  had  Pblegons  olympiads  then  lying  before 
£C  him,”  as  Mr.  Wh.  fays  he  had,  then  he  read 
in  Phlego n,  not  the  fourth  year,  bu  t  the  fecond 
year  of  the  202d  olympiad ;  for  fo  he  exprefly 
cites  Phlegoii  s  words.  If  in  reafoning  about 
the  year  when  Chrift  fuffered,  and  in  proving 
that  that  happened  in  the  nineteenth  of  Piberi - 
us,  he  fpeaks  of  Pblegons  eclipfe  as  happening 
in  the  4th  year  and  not  in  the  fecond — This 
only  fhews  that  Philoponus  talked  inconfiftent- 
ly  ;  that  he  was  for  applying  Pblegons  eclipfe  to 
the  death  of  Chrift  as  others  had  done  before 
him;  and  that  he  was  forcing  Pblegons  refti- 
mony  into  his  fervice,  contrary  to  the  exprefs 
words  of  Phlegon  which £<  then  lay  before  him:  ” 
This  it  will  prove ;  but  not  that  Philoponus  did  not 
fay  what  he  has  often  been  produced  for  faying. 

Mr.  Whijlons  ninth  obfervation  is,  £C  all  the 
S£  antient  teftimonies  already  produced,  both 
s<  Heathen  and  Chriftian  agree,  that  within  the 
“four  years  of  the  202d  olympiad,  juft  about 
sc  the  year  when  Jefus  of  Nazareth  was  cruci- 
<c  fied ,  there  was  both  a  prodigious  darknefs, 
<c  or  eclipfe  of  the  fun  beginning  at  noon :  And 
u  that  this  darknefs  or  eclipfe  was  accompanied 
a  with  a  great  earthquake  alfo;  ^and  this  not 
,<c  in  Judea  only,  but  in  BithyniaP  p.  35. 

This 
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This  obfervation  is  not  ftriftly  true:  For 
Maximus ,  one  of <c  the  teftimonies  produced”  by 
Mr.  Wb.  p.  19.  fays,  that  this  eclipfe  was  not  at 
all  in  the  202d,  but  in  the  203d  olympiad;  and 
confequently  not  <c  with  in  the  four  years” 
fpecified.  And  Origen  denies  exprefly  that  the 
earthquake  at  the  pafiion  extended  beyond  Ju¬ 
dea  at  farthefl: ;  and  queftions  whether  it  reach¬ 
ed  beyond  Jerufalem  it  felf.  But, 

This  was  defigned  to  introduce  a  remark  up¬ 
on  my  folution  of  a  difficult  pafiage  in  Tertullian , 
which  I  conceived  to  be  hardly  intelligible;  and 
which  I  apprehended  might  be  made  eafy,and  ve¬ 
ry  good  fenfe,  by  inferting  a  negative  particle  in  it. 
tertullian  s  words  are,  fpeakingofthe  darknefsof 
the  pafiion  —  Deliquium  utique  put  aver  unt,  qui 
id  quoque  fuper  Chrifto  pradicatum  non  fcierunt : 
rat  tone  non  deprehenfa ,  negaverunt :  Et  tamen 
eum  mundi  cafum  relatum  in  arcanis  vefiris  ha - 
hetis.  ApoL  c.  21.  I  propofed  it  as  a  mere  con¬ 
jecture,  whether  thefe  words  might  not  be 
read  thus  —  Deliquium  utique  [non]  putave- 
runty  qui  &c. — -and  I  fuppofed  the  fenfe  to  be* 
That  thofe  who  knew  nothing  of  a  prophecy, 
that  God  defigned  to  caufe  the  fun  at  that  time 
to  be  eclipfed,  thefe  did  [  not  ]  imagine  that 
that  extraordinary  darknefs  proceeded  from  an 
eclipfe,  whereas  in  reality  it  did  proceed 

G  2  from 
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from  aneclipfe :  They  not  confideringnor  ima¬ 
gining  the  reafon  of  fuch  a  preternatural  dark- 
nefs,  denied  that  there  cou’d  be  an  eclipfe,  con¬ 
trary  to  known  fact,  and  to  what  their  own  ac¬ 
counts  bear  witnefs  to.  This  interpretation 
makes  good  fenfe,  and  good  reafoning :  Where¬ 
as,  as  it  ftands  in  T’ertullian ,  I  queftion  whether 
it  be  intelligible.  For  what  is  the  meaning  of 
thefe  words — “Tis  true  that  thofe  who  did 
(t  not  know  this. was  foretold  concerning  Chrift, 
“  thought  it  was  an  eclipfe:  But  when  they  did 
€£  not  underftand  how  that  cou’d  be,  they  deni- 
t£  ed  it :  And  yet  you  have  that  event  related  in 
“your  archives.”  The  difficulty  is,  how  the 
fame  perfons  that  at  firft  thought  it  a  natural  e- 
clipfe,  fhou’d  afterwards,  when  they  were  told 
that  it  was  a  preternatural  eclipfe,  deny  that 
there  was  any  eclipfe  at  all ,  either  natural  or 
preternatural. 

But  admit  it  to  be  intelligible,  which  I  will 
not  contend  about,  I  cannot  but  make  a  re* 
mark  upon  the  obfervation  Mr.  Whijlon  has 
made  on  this  occafion.  “  Nor  will  antient  tefti- 
“  monies,”  fays  he,  “  fignify  any  thing,  if  it 
«  may  be  allowed  to  change  negatives  into  affir- 
«  matives,  and  affirmatives  into  negatives  when 
«  any  modern  hypothecs  fall  have  occafion  for 
**  fuch  a  procedure .  When  any  writers  are  dri~ 
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s<  ven  to  ibch  diftreffes ,  they  need  no  further 
<£  confutation/'  />.  36.  The  obfervation  is  cer¬ 
tainly  juft  in  it  felf :  But  —  does  any  thing  I  faid 
about  the  Adis  of  Pilate ,  thofe  manifeft  forgeries 
of  the  2d  century  ;  or  does  any  thing  I  faid  about 
the  eclipfe  mentioned  by  Phlegon ,  depend  upon 
this  hard  fentence  of  ‘Tertullian?  No.  Let  Tfertul- 
lian  beunderftood  in  any  fenfe,  or  let  him  be  per¬ 
fectly  unintelligible ;  add  a  non ,  or  let  it  alone ; 
it  does  not  affeCt  any  one  point  in  this  debate. 
The  remark  therefore  is  very  unjuft,  as  itftands 
applied  to  what  I  did;  becaufe  my  argument 
is  exaflly  the  fame,  whether  you  change  the  fen¬ 
tence  or  not;  whether  you  read  it  as  I  tranllat- 
ed  it;  or  add  the  negative  as  I  thought  requi- 
iite  to  make  the  fenfe  the  better.  It  was  a  mere 
conjedure  to  make  a  dark  fentence  intelligible, 
but  it  had  no  relation  to  any  one  point  in  my 
hypothecs,  or  in  what  I  contended  for;  nor  had 
I  occafion  for  “  fuch  a  procedure”  in  order  to 
eftahlifh  what  I  was  arguing  about. 

However,  difpleafed  as  the  good  man  is  with 
me  for  prefuming  to  “  change  an  affirmative  in¬ 
to  a  negative,”  I  cannot  forbear  obferving  that 
notwithftanding  all  his  reproaches,  within  the 
compafs  of  a  few  pages,  he  himfelf  contends 
for  inferring  a  negative  into  a  fentence  of  PaJ~ 
chafius  Rhadbertus,  One  wou’d  think  that  a 
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lhame  was  owed  him,  to  be  guilty  of  this  ve¬ 
ry  thing;  to  be  forced  to  infert  the  very  nega¬ 
tive  for  which  he  reproach'd,  and  treated  with 
fo  much  difdain ,  the  man  whom  he  had  firft 
injured,  and  then  cou’d  not  forgive.  “  He  is 
fpeaking  of  a  fentence  in  Pafchajius  Rhadber - 
*c  tus”  Flegon  quidam  Genfilis ,  tejie  Origine, 
ef  hoc  fadium  narrat  in  chronicis  Juisy  fub  princi- 
paiu  Tiberii  Csfaris :  niji  quod\non\fgnifica- 
vit plena  luna  hoc  faSIum .  The  coherence,  here 
<c  fays  Mr.  WhP  and  the  Latin  of  Origen  above 
€£  plainly  requires  the  ?iegaticve  particle  to  be 
<£  infert ed  as  I  have  done  p.  53”  I  think  the 
coherence  and  the  fenfe  of  Tertullian  require 
the  fame  negative  particle  to  be  inferted  as  I  did; 
and  I  have  juft  as  much  reafon  to  infert  it  in  my 

cafe,  as  Mr.  WL  has  in  his.  The  fenfe  of  the 

* 

author  muft  juftify  inch  infertions,  and  nothing 
elfe :  For  wherever  it  is  done  to  ferve  an  hypo- 
thefis,  fuch  writers  never  want  any  further  con¬ 
futation. 

Bifhop  Parker  in  his  demonftration  of  the 
divine  authority  of  the  chriftian  religion,  p . 
230,  has  cited  this  paffage  of  Tertullian  in  fuch 
a  manner,  as  to  make  it  indeed  intelligible ;  but 
at  the  expence  of  all  regard  to  hisauthor,  <c  Eo- 
“  dem  memento  diesy  medium  orbem  Jign ante  foie y 
“ fub  duff  a  eft .  Deliquium  putaveruntqui  id  quo- 
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que  fuper  Chrijium  preedicatum  non  fcierunt , 
€C  et  tamen  eum  mundi  caj'um  r datum  in  archi- 
<c  vis  vejlris  habetis.  At  the  very  moment  of 
<£  our  Saviour's  crucifixion  the  fun  was  darkned 
cc  at  midday,  and  tho  they  fuppofed  it  only  an 
“  eclipfe  that  knew  nothing  of  its  relation  to  the 
“  paffion  of  Chrift,  yet  this  ftrange  accident, 
<c  be  it  what  it  will,  you  may  find  regiftred  in 
“  your  publick  records."  The  fenfe  here  is  ve¬ 
ry  good  and  perfedtly  intelligible;  but  he  has 
omitted  Tertulliaris  words,  ratione  non  depre - 
henfa ,  negaverunt ,  which  make  the  fentence  fo 
difficult,  Parker  probably  took  it  from  Grotius , 
Matt .  xxvii.  45,  who  has  been  guilty  of  the 
very  fame  omiffion :  But  why  Grotius  omitted 
thofe  words,  I  will  not  prefume  to  guefs.  Only 
I  mull:  obferve,  that  Huetius  has  been  guilty 
of  the  very  fame  omiffion  in  his  Demonjl .  E- 
vangelica ;  and  fince  his  time  Do?ninique  de  Co- 
Ionia  has  omitted  even  more  than  Parker ,  or 
Grotius ,  or  Huetius.  Such  carelefs  citation  of 
authors  can  hardly  be  reconciled  to  truth  or 
faithfulnefs;  and  fhews  how  little  truft  is  to  be 
placed  in  quotations  from  any  writer,  whilft 
they  are  not  the  fubjedt  of  any  controverfy;  or 
elfe  it  fhews  that  thefe  great  men  faw  the  diffi¬ 
culty,  and  omitted  what  they  did,  becaufethey 
cou'd  not  well  tell  how  to  account  for  it. 
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It  5s  not  my  defign  to  account  for  the  dark¬ 
nefs  which  happened  at  the  time  of  our  Saviour  s 
paffion.  The  fad  is  owned;  not  from  what 
ecclelialtical  hiftorians  have  faid  upon  this  oc- 
cafion  (who  knew  no  more  of  the  matter  than 
we  do  now;)  but  from  the  authority  of  the  e- 
vangelifts,  who  are  properly  original  teflimonies , 
and  the  only  authentick  records  about  it ,  and 
from  whom  the  fathers  had  all  that  they  knew 
about  it.  That  which  I  contend  for  is,  that 
the  eclipfe  mentioned  by  Phlegon  has  no  man¬ 
ner  of  relation  to  it.  Whether  the  palling  of 
a  comet  betwixt  us  and  the  fun  will  account  for 
the  darknefs  at  the  paffion  may  be  affirmed  or 
denied  without  affeding  any  thing  that  I  have 
laid.  However,  lince  Mr.  Wh.  pretends  to  ac¬ 
count  for  what  happened  at  Xerxes's  march  in¬ 
to  Europe ,  and  for  that  eclipfe  at  Augujluss 
death ,  and  for  the  darknefs  at  the  paffion  of 
our  Saviour,  by  means  of  comets ,  “  without 
€£  the  interpofition  of  the  moo nf  p.  38;  and 
feems  inclinable  to  produce  cc  a  third  ”  ( he 
fhoii’d  have  call'd  it  a  fourth )  ££  example  of 
£t  a  folar  eclipfe  not  made  by  the  interpolation 
<£  of  the  moon,”  viz.  that  of  Plutarch ,  De  fa¬ 
cie  inorbe  lunce  p.  39.  I  cannot  but  recommend 
it  to  him  to  confider  —  how  big  the  comet  mull 
he  that  cou’d  caufe  a  three  hours  darknefs; — • 

How 
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How  near  it  muft  come  to  the  ^arth  for  us  to 
be  fo  long  in  its  fhadow ;  —  what  effe&s  it  muft 
neceflarily  have  produced  upon  the  earth  when 
it  was  thus  long  in  conjunction  with  the  fun 
what  was  its  courfe  that  it  mift  us  and  the  moon, 
and  how  we  cou’d  be  fo  long  as  three  hours  in 
its  fliadow,  when  its  motion  muft  neceflarily  in 
that  part  of  its  orbit  be  exceeding  quick.  The 
biggeft  comets  appear  not  ufually  bigger  than 
ftars  of  the  firft  or  fecond  magnitude:  And  if 
fuch  were  to  pafs  under  the  fun  they  wou’d  not 
caufe  an  eclipfe,  but  appear  as  a  fpot.  If  any 
one  were  fo  big,  or  were  to  pafs  fo  very  near  the 
earth ,  as  to  be  able  to  produce  a  three  hours 
total  darknefs,  the  effects  and  confequences  of 
fuch  an  appulfe  cou’d  not  but  be  very  great,  as 
every  one  that  is  verfed  in  this  fort  of  ftudies 
muft  know.  And  as  Mr.  hFhifton  himfelf  has 
computed  the  encreafe  of  tides  in  particular,  up¬ 
on  the  fuppofltion  of  a  fmall  comet's  approach¬ 
ing  very  near  our  earth ;  and  has  attempted  to 
fhew  that  in  faCt  it  caufed  an  univerfal  deluge 
formerly:  It  may  defer  ve  his  thoughts  whether  a 
comet  coming  fo  near  us  wou’d  not  have  drown’d 
a  very  great  part  of  the  habitable  world  at  the 
time  of  the  paflion:  Or  whether  the  contrary 
wou’d  not  have  happen’d  to  what  the  tejla - 
tnent  of  Levi  faid^  viz .  whether  in  (lead  of  the 
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waters  being  dried  up ,  there  would  not  have 
been  immenfely  great  innundations. 

But  be  this  as  it  will  3  I  can't  but  afk,  in  effedt, 
with  Origen  —  Whence  is  irthat  no  Grecian ,  no 
Roman ,  has  ever  mentioned  fuch  a  comet  at  this 
time,  or  fuch  a  ftrange  eclipfe  caufed  by  a  comet? 
Whence  is  it,  that  thofe  who  have  wrote  Chro- 
nicles ,  and  relate  whatever  is  new  and  extraor¬ 
dinary,  yet  take  no  notice  of  fuch  ftrange  events  ? 
Or  how  is  it,  that  thofe  who  have  had  occafion 
totreat  ofcomets,  and  have  mentioned  thofe  that 
happened  a  little  before ,  and  a  little  after ,  the 
time  of  the  death  of  Chrift,  yet  never  fpeak  of 
one  at  this  particular  time,  notwith (landing  its 
effedts  mud  be  fo  very  notorious  ? 

Seneca  tells  us  of  a  comet  that  appeared  c  af¬ 
ter  the  death  of  Demetrius  King  of  Syria ,  a  lit¬ 
tle  before  the  war  in  Achaia ,  which  was  not 
lefs  than  the  fun :  And  gives  a  particular  ac¬ 
count  of  the  manner  of  its  appearance.  This 
was  about  148  years  before  Chrift,  He  men¬ 
tions  likewife  one  in  Augufus  s  time ;  another 
In  Claudius's  reign  3  and  another  in  Nero's ,  and 


c  Poll  mortem  Demetrii  Syriae  regis,  cujus  Demetrius  et  Antio • 
cbus  libcri  fuere,  paulo  ante  Achaicum  bellum  cometes  efFulfit,  no n 
minor  foie.  Primo  igneus  ac  rubicundus  orbis  fait,  clarumque  lumen 
emittens,  quanto  vinceret  noftem.  Deinde  paulatim  magnitudo  ejus 
diftritta  eft,  et  evanuit  claritas.  Noviftime  autem  totus  intercidit. 
Sen.  Nat.  Quaeft.  c.  5. 
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one  too  juft  after  the  death  of d  Julius  Cafar. 
Is  it  not  unaccountable  that  he  fhou’d  mention 
a  comet  in  every  reign,  except  the  one  of  i  ibe - 
rius,  wherein  Mr.  JVh.  imagines  one  to  have 
appear’d  the  moft  remarkable  of  all,  and  which 
produced  the  moft  remai  kable  efledts  ?  How 
comes  it  that  not  only  Seneca  Goes  not  menti 
on  any  comet  in  "1  ibevius  s  reign,  out  no  otnei 
author  ever  mentions  any  ?  The  accuiate  St  a- 
nijlaus  Lubieniecius ,  in  his  hiftory  of  comets, 
takes  notice  of  all  that  happened  in  thoie  times, 
and  does  not  forget  to  place  among  them  the 
ftar  that  appeared  at  our  Saviours  birth:  lie 
takes  notice  of  that  at  Auguftus  s  death .  But 
then  cou’d  find  no  other  till  the  40  n  year  of 
Chrift,  after  the  death  ot  TSioenus  Gczfar.  Is  it 
pofiible  that  a  comet  cou’d  happen,  and  occa- 
fion  to  long  a  darknefs  as  three  Louis ,  ano  yet 
no  body  fhou’d  mention,  or  hint  at,  fuch  an  ap¬ 
pearance,  at  the  fame  time  that  they  take  no¬ 
tice  of  every  little  comet,  and  ufually  make  it 
a  Prognoftic  of  fome  great  good  or  evil? 

I  do  not  enquire  into  the  truth  ot  what  Se¬ 
neca  fays,  that  a  comet  appeared e  not  lefs  than 
the  fun :  Seneca  did  not  fee  it ;  nor  is  every 

d  Nec  eft  quodputemus  eundem  vifum  efie  fub  Ctaudioq uem  fnb 
Auguflo  vidimus ;  nee  hunc  qui  iub  Neronc  Ctsure  apparuit,  ^  ct 
cometis  detraxit  infamiam*  illi  fimilern  hiifle  qui  pod:  necem  ahn 
Julii  veneris  ludis  genetricis  circa  undecimam  horamdiei  emerfit. 
Seneca,  lib.  7.  Natural,  quseftion.  c.  17. 

e  Non  minor  foie.  ibid.  c.  T  “• 
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report  inftantly  to  be  credited,  even  when  you 
cannot  abfolutely  deny  it,  tho  this  i  think  may 
juftly  be  denyed.  Hevelius  obferved  a  comet 
in  the  year  1652  that  appeared  no  lefs  than  the 
moon ,  as  my  author  fays,  f  tho  in  light  and 
brightnefs  much  inferior  to  the  moon •  I  fuppofe 
he  meant  it,  with  its  coma  around  it,  and  not 
the  nucleus  of  the  comet  diftind  from  its  coma, 
Suppofing  now  a  comet  appeared  at  the  death 
of  Chrift,  and  one  of  the  largeft  magnitude ; 
vet  A  ill  one  of  thefe  con’d  not  caufe  a  three 

j 

hours  total  darknefs,  but  the  eclipfe  it  felf  mu  ft 
be  in  fome  proportion  to  our  common  eclipfes, 
and  that  would  be  a  great  many  hours  longer, 
and  muft  have  been  feen  all  over  the  world. 
The  eclipfe  which  happened  A .  D.  29,  and 
which  I  contend  that  Phlegonf peaks  of,  lafted  at 
moft  not  above  two  minutes,  and  was  vifibie  o- 
ver  a  trad:  of  4400  miles.  Muft  not  an  eclipfe  of 
three  hours  have  been  feen  much  farther,  and 
have  been  the  wonder  of  the  whole  world  ? 
Could  it  then  be  palled  over  in  filence  by  all 
writers  in  the  world,  even  by  thofe  who  have 
taken  notice  of  the  fmalleft  appearance  of  this 
kind?  Mr.  Wh,  may  believe  it,  if  he  can. 

To  make  the  notion  of  an  eclipfe  by  a  co¬ 
met  at  the  paffion  the  more  probable,  Mr. 

f  KcilV  Introdu£lio  ad  ye  ram  Af.rjnorniam.  p.  234. 

«  '  ■  '  Wh. 
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Wh.  fpeaks  with  fome  aflurance  concerning 
two  total  eclipfes  without  the  interpolation 
of  the  moon:  The  one  a  little  “before  the 
“  death  of  Augujius ,  related  by  Dio  and  Je~ 
u  rom ;  the  other  when  Xerxes  was  coming  o- 
“  ver  the  H ellefpont!' 

As  to  the  firft,  had  it  been  occafion’d  by  a 
comer,  tis  impoffible  that  Dio  could  have  ex- 
prefied  himfelf  in  that  manner.  For  giving  an 
account  of  the  prodigies  which  happened  fome 
time  before  Augujius  s  death,  he  fays,  “  The 

fun  was  totally  eclipfed ,  and  a  great  part  of 
4C  the  heaven  feeined  to  be  on  fire,  and  bloody 
<c  comets  appeared,”  &c.  Now 

There  is  no  abfolute  neceffity  that  all  thefe 
prodigies  fhou’d  happen  juft  at  the  time,  or 
even  very  little  before  Augujius  §  death.  Neither 
is  it  impoffible  that  Dio  and  jferom  may  be 
miftaken;  hnce  noconfiderable  eclipfe  happen¬ 
ed  at  Rome  within  eight  years  of  his  death. 
Nor  do  Dio,  and  Suetonius ,  and  jferom  a- 
gree  in  all  the  fame  prodigies :  Suetonius  not 
mentioning  any  eclipfe  at  all ;  jferom  mention¬ 
ing  not  any  thing  but  the  eclipfe,  andpafling  by 
both  the  Aurora  borealis  and  the  effedts  of  the 
thunder.  But  whether  Dio  and  Jerom  were 
miftaken  as  to  the  eclipfe  or  not;  had  the  e- 
clipfe  which  Dio  [and  Xijbilin  too]  fpeaks  of 
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been  by  the  interpolation  of  a  comet,  he  muft 
have  alter’d  his  language,  and  not  have  faid  — 
S€  The  fun  was  eclips’d,  and  bloody  comets  ap- 
<c  peared” —  But  —  the  fun  was  eclipfed  by  the 
interpofxtion  of  a  comet  —  or  infome  Inch  man- 
ner. 

As  to  that  phenomenon  mentioned  hy  Hero¬ 
dotus  when  Xerxes  began  to  march  from  Sar¬ 
dis,  ’tis  generally  agreed  that  he  march’d  from 
home  on  the  4th  year  of  the  74th  olympiad,  and 
having  winter’d  at  Sardis, in  the  following  fpring 
A .  P.  J.  4234.  he  march’d  forward  for  Greece . 
The  75th  olympiad  beginning  after  midfum- 
mer,  if  there  happened  any  remarkable  eclipfe 
in  that  fpring  which  preceded  the  75th  olympiad 
that  would  account  for  Herodotus’ s  ftory.  But 
as  in  truth  the  eclipfe  on  the  19th  of  April  hap¬ 
pened  the  year  before,  or  A.  P.  J.  4233,  chro- 
nologers  have  been  at  a  lofs  to  account  for  this 
phenomenon.  Now  fuppofe  it  can’t  be  account¬ 
ed  for  at  all :  Or  fuppofe  a  miftake  in  Herodotus 
in  making  that  to  happen  after  his  march  from 
Sardis ,  which  really  happened  after  his  march 
from  Sufa  :  Or  fuppofe  one  cannot  affignany 
juft  folution :  Yet  ftill  it  may  be  no  difficult  mat¬ 
ter  to  know  what  can  not  be  the  caufe :  and  if  it 
be  true  that  an  Eclipfe  in  fad;  happened  upon 
Xerxess  march  from  Sardis ,  I  can  much  eafier 
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account  for  his  expedition  a  year  fooner  than 
is  commonly  conceived,  than  fuppofe  an  ima¬ 
ginary  comet  to  do  what  no  comet  ever  was 
known  to  do.  Pliny  indeed  fpeaks  of  a  comet 
g  much  about  the  battle  of  Sala?nis ,  which  is 
called  Ceratias ,  from  its  refemblance  in  fhape  to 
a  horn:  But  this  fpecies  (if 'it  may  be  called  fo)  of 
comets  were  all  very  fmall ;  and  could  not  e- 
clipfe  the  fun.  Whatever -  therefore  was  the 
caufe  of  this  fudden  darknefs ,  it  could  not  be  a, 
comet;  and  they  who  think  it  a  common-  na¬ 
tural  eclipfe  are,  in  virtue  of  that  fuppofition^ 
obliged  to  make  Xerxes  %  march  that  year*  that 
this  eclipfe  happened. 

But  as  to  what  is  fuggefted  by  Mr.  Wh .  from 
Plutarch ,  it  may  fairly  be  accounted  for  from 
a  real  eclipfe  which  happened  A.  D .  59.  which 
Plutarch  might  very  well  remember ,  it  being 
fo  remarkable ;  and  he  being  then  9  or  10  years 
old :  efpecially  lince  upon  computation  ’tis  found 
to  be  juft  as  he  fays,  prefently  after  noon ,  it  be¬ 
ing  at  two  a  clock  P.  M.  on  the  laft  day  o iA- 
pril. 

However  whether  I  could  account  for  thefe 
paffages  in  old  authors  or  not,  is  nothing  to  the 
point  in  hand.  Suppofe  that  aftronomers  had 

g  Keratias  cornu  fpeciem  habet,  cjpalis  fuit  cum  Gr&'eia  apud 
falamina  depugnavit,  Plin .  1.  2  c,  25. 

not 
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not  been  able  to  find  out  any  eclipfes  that  would 
anfwer  Plutarch's  words  exactly,  *—  is  an  hy- 
pothefis  inftantly  to  be  invented,  without  one 
inftance  known ;  or  one  author’s  intimation  of 
any  fuch  fadt ;  or  one  diredt  proof  ;  or  fo  much 
as  one  calculation  to  make  it  look  like  poffible, 
or  probable  ?  I  cannot  conceive  that  any  real 
ferviceisdone  to  chriftianity  by  treating  impro¬ 
babilities  as  high  probabilities;  or  by  maintain¬ 
ing  what  is  not  perhaps  abfolutely  impoffible 
asjf  it  were  a  real  fadt.  Nor  do  I  fuppofe  it 
any  great;  advantage  to  a  good  caufe  to  imagine 
that  old  authors  can  never  be  mi  {taken  as  mo¬ 
derns  fometimes  are ;  much  lefs  good  is  done, 
nay  a  great  evil  is  done,  by  reprefenting  as 
<c  authentick  records  and  accounts,55  and  as  ccof 
€C  facred  authority  and  genuine,55  the  fidtions  and 
follies  of  no  body  knows  who. 

It  fignifies  but  little  to  take  notice  of  fuch 
little  inaccuracies  in  Mr.  Whijions  performan¬ 
ce  as  the  following.  When  he  cites  Eufehius's 
Chronicon ,  he  fays  —  “  Over  againfi:  the  third 
*c  year  of  the  202d  olympiad,  and  in  the  18th 
«  of  Tiberias  p ,  17,  the  words  he  cites  are 
placed.  Whereas  every  one’s  eyes  will  fhew 
him  that  the  citation  in  Eufebius  is  placed  not 
ct  over  againfi:  the  third but  over  againfi:  the 
fourth  year  of  the  202d  olympiad,  juft  as  I 

printed 
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printed  them  ill  my  diflertation  p.  42.  So  st- 
gain. 

When  he  comes  to  cite  St.  ferom's  verfion 
of  the  chronicon  of  Eufehius ,  he  fays “  ferom  s 
<c  chronicon  of  Eufehius  over  againjl  the  fame 
“  year  with  Eufehius .”  p .  20.  This  is  likewife 
a  miftake :  For  in  Jeroms  Chronicon  it  Hands 
over  againft  the  3d  year  of  the  202d  olympiad  a 
whereas  in  Eufehius  tis  placed  under  the  fourth 
year.  vid.  Dijfertation ,  p.  49,  51. 

It  may  likewife  be  obferved,  that  amongft 
the  teftimonies  produced  for  to  vindicate  Phle- 
gon  and  his  eclipfe ,  St.  Chryfojiom  is  produced 
p.  22.  who  fays,  1  “  That  this  darknefs  was  not 
cc  an  eclipfe,  but  an  effedt  of  the  anger  and  dif- 
€c  pleafure  of  God,  is  manifeft;  not  only  from 
<c  the  darknefs  it  felf,  but  from  the  time  it  con- 
cc  tinued,  three  hours.  Now  an  eclipfe  hap- 
“  pens  in  an  inftant  of  time.’"  &c. 

Amongft  the  other  “original  teftimonies7' 
mentioned  by  Mr.  Wh.  Orofius  is  produced* 
who  wrote  his  hiftory  towards  the  beginning 
of  the  fifth  Century.  And  when  he  comes  to 
make  his  obfervations  on  him,  tis  really  amaz¬ 
ing  to  fee  how  little  he  himfelf  gives  credit  to 
fuch  a  teftimony.  Orofius  is  fpeaking  concern- 


^  On  to  <TJ43T@kJ  o  One  yv  6 kX&i]/ ic ,  cc cgyij  7 e  dfocyclv.* 
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ing  fome  particular  generofity  of  ‘Tiberius,  “  and 
t£  fays,  that  he  made  thofe  cities  free  from  tri- 
£C  bute  and  gave  them  their  liberty  which  had 
u  been  thrown  down  by  this  earthquake,”  ap¬ 
plying  this  to  the  earthquake  at  the  paflion.  Lip- 
fms  s  remark  upon  this  (and!  think  Lipfius  wag 
bigot  enough  in  all  confcience)  is  this  —  Bonum 
Orojium  quam  fugit  ratio ,  qui  hunc  tremor em 
terra  adtempus  refert  mortal  nofir i  fervatoris ? 
%uod  nos  quidem  fcimus  totis  xiv  annis  pojleri- 
us  fuiffe .  Scilicet  egebant  hoc  fuco facrce  litte « 
reel  Lipfius  in  Tacit.  Annal.  1.  2* 

In  order  to  juftify  Orojius ,  Mr,  Wh.  fays 
<£  Tis  poffible  that  Orojius  might  take  part  of 
<£  this  account  from  Tacitus .  Tis  pojjible  alfo 
«£  that  Orojius  might  miftake  eighteen  or  twen- 
“  ty  years,  if  he  did  take  it  from  Tacitus ;  and 
<£  might  aferibe  that  to  the  end  of  Tiberius  § 
tc  reign,  which  the  other  aferibes  nearer  to  the 
cc  beginning. — -Tis  equally  pojjible,  Orofius 
££  might  have  his  account  from  other  authors, 
C£  and  might  not  make  fuch  a  grofs  miftake  of 
€C  18  or  20  years  time.” 

Why  Mr.  Wh.  Juppofes  any  fuch  authors ,  or 
fuch  a  pojjible  miftake  as  that  of  eighteen  or 
twenty  years,  is  fome  what  unaccountable,  when 
we  have  no  hints  of  any  fuch  authors  except 
Phlegon  be  alluded  to  5  nor  can  there  be  a  mi¬ 
ftake 
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flake  of  fo  many  years,  fince  no  body  that  looks 
into  Tacitus  can  think  this generofity  of  Tibe- 
<€  rius”  was  fooner  than  the  year  when  Ccelius 
and  Pomponius  were  confuls,  i.  e.  feveral  years 
after  the  beginning  of  Tiberius's  reign;  and  no 
one  carries  the  death  of  Chrift  later  than  the 
1 8th  or  19th  of  Tiberius .  How  then  is  it  pojfi- 
ble  to  “  make  fuch  a  grofs  miftake  as  that  of 
€c  eighteen  or  twenty  years  r”  Again ; 

One  cannot  forbear  taking  notice  what  a  fort 
of  “  original  teftimony”  or  u  authentick  ac- 
€e  count’ *  this  of  Or 0 fins  is.  For  Mr.  Whifton 
himfeif  cannot  fay  more  in  his  favour  than  this, 
that  “  ’tis  pofiible”  he  may  be  right  in  what  he 
fays:  Then  from  this  pojjibility  he  prefently  in¬ 
fers  a  probability  that  Orojius  s  account  is  true. 
Whereas  in  reality,  ’tis  fo  far  improbable ,  that 
it  does  not  appear  any  where,  that  there  was 
any  earthquake  at  the  time  of  the  paffion,  out 
of  Judea ,  which  deftroyed  any  cities  in  Afia^ 
or  elfewhere:  It  does  not  appear  that  Tibe¬ 
rius  continued  his  liberality  in  rebuilding  cities 
in  any  of  the  provinces :  No  Greek ,  no  Latin 
books  mention  any  grounds  to  believe  that  there 
was  any  fuch  generofity  (hewn  to  any  city  in 
Ajia  at  that  time :  And  conlequently  Qrof 
uss  teftimony  is  very  improbable,  if  not  abfo- 
lutely  falfe. 

I  a 
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I  am  not  willing  to  enter  into  the  dories  men¬ 
tioned  by  travellers  relating  to  places  in  the  Ho¬ 
ly  land.  They  that  relate  them  very  feldom 
believe  the  accounts  to  be  true  3  nor  do  they  de¬ 
lire  that  their  readers  Ihould.  They  are  the 
traditionary  romances  of  the  place,  and  gene¬ 
rally  are  related  as  fuch,  If  Mr.  Whijlon  can  be¬ 
lieve  them  to  be  true;  I  wou'd  not  willingly 
difturb  him  in  the  enjoyment  of  any  fatisfadti- 
cn.  But  I  mull  obferve,  that  the  fables  that  are 
fold  in  all  places,  and  much  more  fuch  as  tend 
to  encourage  and  promote  fuperftition,  would 
make  a  man  fick  of  the  follies  and  weaknefs  of 
fome  well  meaning  ignorant  perfons:  And  for 
my  own  part,  I  cannot  but  fear  that  the  lies,  and 
fabulous  ftories,  that  have  been  told  in  order 
to  promote  religion,  have  too  often  had  the 
contrary  effedl  to  what  they  were  defigned  for : 
and  inftead  of  making  now  and  then  one  cirri- 
Ilian  of  a  deilt,  have  made  one  thoufand  deifts 
pf  fuch  as  had  been  chriftians. 

Having  thus  examined  what  has  been  ob- 
ferved  by  Mr.  IVh .  in  relation  to  Phlegm's  eclipfe  1 
I  fhall  next  fet  down,  what  I  principally  had  in 
view,  an  exadter  computation  of  the  eclipfe 
A.  D.  29,  than  that  which  Mr.  Whijlon  was 
fo  kind  as  to  communicate  to  me.  And  when  I 
haye  made  fome  particular  remarks  on  that,  I 
‘  "  fhall 
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fhall  difmifs  all  thoughts  of  a  further  examina¬ 
tion  of  this  fubjedt. 

I  obferved  in  the  beginning,  that  I  had  re¬ 
ceived  from  a  gentleman,  to  whom  I  was  then 
a  perfect  ftranger,  a  computation  of  that  eclipfe 
which  I  conceived  Phlegon  to  mean.  I  muft  in 
this  place  acknowledge  my  particular  obligati¬ 
ons  to  him:  And  every  one  that  is  curious  in 
this  fort  of  difquifitions ,  and  loves  truth  for 
truth’s  fake,  muft  do  the  fame. 

His  computation  ftands  thus ;  and  I  have  his 
leave  to  publifh  it  to  the  world. 
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cc  From  the  above  calculation  1  make  this 
“  eclipfe  to  have  been  almoft  total  both  at  Je~ 
u  rufalem  and  at  Cairo  in  Egypt  At  Cairo 
“  I  make  the  middle  to  have  happened  juft  at 
C£  noon  5  but  at  Jerufalem  not  till  above  a  quar- 
<£  ter  of  an  hour  after-noon. 

€C  I  reckon  the  whole  total  fhadow  to  have 
u  paffed  between  Cairo  in  Egypt ,  and  Jerufa- 
“  lem,  and  that  in  the  center  of  the  fhadow  the 
<£  fun  was  totally  darkned  about  two  minutes $ 
“  fo  that  very  probably  Venus ,  Marsy  Mercu - 
cc  ry>  the  bright  ftarof  the  Harp ,  Antares , 
c£  Virginis ,  and  ArSlurus ,  might  have  been 
€€  feen,  if  not  fome  others  that  are  but  of  the  2d 
<c  magnitude.5’ 

Thus  far  this  very  ingenious  and  exaft  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Within  a  very  few  days  after  the  receipt  of  this 
computation,  that  accurate  aftronomer  Mr. 
Hodgfon ,  mathematical  mafter  of  Ghrijl’s  Hofpi- 
tal ,  was  fokind  as  to  communicate  tomehis  cal¬ 
culation  of  the  fame  eclipfe;  and  I  find  moft  of 
the  fameftars  mentioned,  and  that  the  greateft 
obfcuration,  according  to  him,  at  Jerufalem 9 
was  at  i2h  24m,  and  that  the  duration  of  to¬ 
tal  darknefs  was  i  31". 

Dr.  Halley ,  who  is  never  to  be  named  with¬ 
out  particular  honour,  ££  having  carefully  re - 

u  vifed 

a- 
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€C  vifed  a  former  calculation  which  he  had  made 
<£  of  this  eclipfe,  fuppofing  the  difference  of  me^ 
iC  ridians  2h  23',  and  the  latitude  of  Jernfalem 
<£  3  2°  (both  which  are  very  near  the  truth)  he 
C£  finds  that  this  eclipfe  was  total  at  ferufalem , 
C£  or  near  it,  about  1 1  minutes  after  noon,  and 
€£  that  where  it  was  central  at  that  time,  the 
€£  darknefs  wasnotlefs  than  1  40'?' 

Now  what  I  would  remark  from  thefe  fe- 
veral  computations  is,  that  the  difference  of  the 
times  at  which  the  total  darknefs  happened, 
and  during  which  it  lafted,  is  very  eafy  to  be 
accounted  for,  but  is  of  no  confequence  in  the 
prefent  debate  betwixt  Mr*  Whijlon  and  my  felf5 
linceall  of  them  agree  that  this  eclipfe  was  foon 
after  twelve ,  (juft  as  Phlcgon  laid,)  and  not  as 
Mr.  Wh.  faid  at  nine  in  the  morning.  They 
each  computed  this  eclipfe  by  different  tables: 
And  as  they  all  agree  that  it  was  at  paft  twelve , 
it  may  not  be  hard  to  fee  how  this  eclipfe  at 
the  fixth  hour,  came  to  be  confounded  with  the 
darknefi  at  the  fixth  hour  in  the  evangelifts. 

And  now  having  thefe  calculations,  upon 
which  the  reader  may  fecurely  depend,  one  may 
proceed  to  examine  Mr.  Whiflori%  remarks  upon 
this  eclipfe. 

It  appears  then  1 /?,  by  calculation,  that  the 
total  eclipfe  in  the  firjl  year  of  the  202d  olym¬ 
piad 
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piad  was  at  its  heigth  within  a  few  minutes  af¬ 
ter  twelve  at  noon,  i.  e.  it  was  exactly  as  Phle¬ 
gon  defcribed  it  in  the  fixth  hour.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  difficulty  therefore  which  attended  my 
former  account  is  now  abfolutely  removed: 
And  every  character  which  Phlegon  has  menti¬ 
oned  will  agree  to  this  eclipfe. 

2 dly>  Mr.  Wh.  very  inconfiderately  aflerts, 
that  there  is  £Can  agreement  of  all  the  antients, 
*£  who  relate  Phlegon  %  words,  as  belonging  to 
<£  this  very  year,  i.  e.  4th  of  the  202d  olympi- 
<c  adfJ  p.  32,  and  46.  Africanus  and  Origen 
neceffarily  fuppofe  Phlegon  s  eclipfe  to  be  in  the 
1 fc  year  of  the  202d  olympiad.  Philoponus  who 
had  Phlegon  lying  before  him  (as  Mr.  Wh .  fays  p . 
33.)  fays  exprefly  kwas  in  the fecond year.  Jerom 

places  it  under  the  third  year,  tho  he  tranflates  it 

* 

as  if  it  were  in  the  original, the  fourth  year  ^  and 
Maximus  fays  that  Phlegon  s  eclipfe  was  in  the 
203d  olympiad.  The  year  therefore  being  thus 
uncertain ,  and  Phlegon  fpeaking  of  an  eclipfe 
of  the  fun  and  faying  that  the  J'lars  could  be 
feen 3  without  any  circumftance  of  the  full 
moon ,  or  any  thing  preternatural  5  and  even 
chriftian  writers  denying  that  the  darknefs  at 
the  paflxon  could  be  called  an  eclipfe ,  (y.  £  Chry- 
foftom)  hence  I  conclude  that  Phlegon  meant  a 
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real  natural  eclipfe,  and  particularly  a  total  one 
which  happened  at  the  very  hour  he  mentions 
in  the  ifc  year  of  the  202d  olympiad. 

3 dly,  Mr.  Wtis fecond  character  is  that €£ Phle «= 
£C  gon  s  eclipfe  was  the  greatejl  that  ever  was 
££  known  before ;  which  greatnefs,  fays  he,  muft 
64  confift  in  the  length  of  duration.  Nov/  the 
C€  darknefs  at  thepaffion  was  no  lefs  than  three 
€£  hours  3  whereas  the  intire  duration  of  all  na- 
<£  tural  folar  eciipfes  is  feldorn  much  above  two 
€£  hours,  and  the  duration  of  the  darknefs  very 
C£  rarely  fo  much  as  live  minutes.  And  as  for 
<£  Kepler1  s  eclipfe,  if  it  were  at  all  total,  along 
s£  the  central  fhadow,  which  is  not  certain,  it 
C£  could  be  fo  but  a  very  fmall  part  of  a  minuter 
p.  47.  I  reply,  1 /?,  That  if  you  will  take  thefe 
words  rigidly,  the  greatef  of  any  known  be¬ 
fore— then  this  will  prove  too  much.  For 
when  a  thing  was  never  known  before ,  it  is  ab- 
furd  to  call  it  the  moil  remarkable,  or  greatefl 
of  any  known  before.  And  therefore  Philo - 
ponus ,  who  reafons  juflly  from  this  principle, 
that  there  never  had  been  fuch  an  eclipfe ,  has  ad¬ 
ded  a  negative  particle  to  this  citation,  and  reads 
it  fjLtyfcvi  rdv  jT;c]  vyvcoo rptvocv  7rfd^ovy  defignillg 
to  intimate  that  fuch  a  one  had  not  been  known 
before ,  tho  manifeftly  corrupting  Phlegon. 
Hence  it  appears ,  that  Phlegon  meant  a  real 

ejipfe 
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eclipfe.  'idly ,  Phlegon  may  mean  no  more  than 
what  fferom  underftood  him  to  mean,  magna  & 
excellens  inter  omnes ,  i.  e.  a  very  great  and  re¬ 
markable  one ;  in  the  fame  manner  as  Homer 
fpeaks  of  Ajax  Oileus 

Eyx&y  IkIkoc^o  TlavihXvjvag  7c,  A^Axg. 

II.  B.  530, 

i.  e.  as  Dr.  Clarke  very  juftly  obferves,  nonne- 
cejjario  indicat  kune  plane  et  omnino  omnibus  fu- 
periorem  faijfe ,  fed  haft  re  mitten  dee  peritia  inter 
omnes  eximium.  And  fuch  was  this  eclipfe  up¬ 
on  all  fuppohtions.  But, 

3 dly^  Suppofing  even  this  interpretation  not  to 
be  allowed,  yet,  I  mull  obferve,  that  if  you  look 
backwards  from  this  eclipfe  which  happened 
A.  D.  29,  for  90  years  together,  you  will  meet 
with  but  two  of  any  particular  note  \wAJi a  Mi¬ 
nor.  One  on  the  14th  of  January  38  years  be¬ 
fore  Chrift,the  total  darknefs  of  which  could  not 
be  more  than  8"  or  io'f  The  other  was  as  great 
as  this  which  Phlegon  mentions, where  it  was  cen-  1 
tral\  but  it  was  only  Jo  in  the  northern  parts  of 
Afia  about  the  latitude  of  42°.  There  were  no 
other  total  eclipfes  in  thofe  parts,  whofe  fhadow 
pa  {fed  between  the  Black  Sea  and  the  fouthern 
parts  of  Egypt .  So  that  this  eclipfe  might  pro- 
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perly  be  ftyled  the  greatejl  of  any  know  n  before 
or  as  remarkable  as  any ;  not  that  there  never 
was  a  greater  in  no  part  of  the  world,  but  not  a 
greater  known  by  any  body  alive,  as  the  words 
may  fignify ;  or,  it  may  be,  taken  notice  of  by  a~ 
ny  body  particularly  before  that  time. 

In  the  eclipfe  fa  id  to  be  foretold  by  Thales > 
A.  P.  J.  4113.  Ant.  Ch.  60 1,  where  Bifhop 
TJJher  and  Dr.  Prideaux  and  others  fix  the  Ly¬ 
dian  War,  the  fun  could  not  be  eclipfed  more 
than  8  or  9  digits  in  any  part  of  Afia.  In  that 
eclipfe  which  Sir  Ifaac  Newton  makes  to  be 
foretold  by  Thales ,  Ante  Ch.  585,  in  which  he 
places  the  war  betwixt  the  Lydians  and  Medes , 
and  which  happened  May  the  28th,  it  was  not 
total  in  any  part  of  Afa,  till  a  few  minutes  be¬ 
fore  funfer,  if  at  all.  From  whence  it  has  been 
conjectured,  that  the  famous  battle  betwixt  the 
aforefaid  nations  really  happened  in  the  year 
An.  Ch.  603.  in  which  year  there  was  an  eclipfe 
of  the  fun,  both  central  and  total,  in  Afa,  on 
the  1 8th  of  May  between  1 1  and  12,  in  the  lat. 
of  40  north,  and  long.  40  to  the  eaft  of  London. 
But  then  I  do  not  find  this  eclipfe  taken  notice 
of  by  any.  The  eclipfe  A.  P .  J.  4283,  upon 
Augujl  3d  could  not  have  been  total  any  where. 
That  A.  P.  j.  43  10,  on  September  3d  was  no 
where  total.  The  eclipfe  which  happened  Au- 
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gufi  15th  A.  P.  J.  (4404,  was  indeed  a  total 
eclipfe  ;  and  where  the  central  fhadow  paffed, 
the  obfcuration  was  near  as  long  again,  as  in 
that  which  Phlegon  mentions;  and  in  courfe 
this  was,  in  it  felf,  a  bigger  than  that  which 
happened  Anno  29  But  as  its  fhadow  paffed  di- 
reftly  to  the  fouth  of  A/iaandGreecefis  aquefti- 
on  whether  it  might  be  total  at  all  there  That 
which  happened  February  11  .A,  A.Ch.  217, 
was  not  near  total  in  any  part  of  Afia.  That 
July  19,  A.  A.Ch.  104  was  no  where  total.  So 
that  I  do  not  find  any  eclipfe  taken  notice  of,  that 
happened  in  Afia, ,  or  thereabout,  for  above  fix 
hundred  years  that  was  fo  large  as  this  which 
Phlegon  mentions :  And  but  one  taken  notice  of a- 
ny  where  that  exceeded  his.  Nowit  is  not  enough 
to  find  out  by  computation  an  eclipfe,  which,  in 
feme  part  or  other  of  the  world,  was  greater 
than  this  which  Phlegon  fpeaks  of :  But  it  muff 
be  one  that  fome  preceding  writer,  in  fa£t,  men¬ 
tions;  and  if  fuch  a  one  can  be  produced, it  will 
only  prove,  either  that  Phlegon  was  miflaken 
in  calling  that  A .  29,  abfolutely  the  greateft  of 
any  known  or  taken  notice  of  before ;  or,  that 
he  had  not  himfelf  taken  notice  of  any  one  fa 
great.  I  fhould  be  glad  to  have  the  curious 
fearch  into  this  fadi:  For  hitherto,  as  I  laid,  I 
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have  been  able  to  find  not  above  one,  at  rnoft, 
taken  notice  of  fo  great  as  this  of  Pblegon. 

\thly ,  Mr.  Wh.  fays  that  this  eclipfe  was  to¬ 
tal  <c  but  a  very  fmall  part  of  a  minute".  p.  47. 
In  this  he  is  miftaken  again.  The  gentleman 
who  firft  fent  me  the  anonymous  letter,  and 
to  whom  I  am  obliged  for  fo  many  calculati¬ 
ons,  fays ,  that  it  “  continued  about  two  mi¬ 
nutes. "  Mr.  Hodgfon  fays  ftwas  I  minute  31 
feconds.  Dr.  Hally  fays  T  40". 

$thly,  Another  thing  in  Pblegon  s  eclipfe  re¬ 
markable,  is  —  Lhe  day  became  night  and  the 
ftars  appeared.  Mr.  Wh.  remarks,  “  That  as 
to  Kepler  s  eclipfe,  i.  e.  in  the  ift  year  of  the 
<£  202d  olympiad,  when  by  calculation  fupiter 
H  was  below  the  horizon,  it  is  a  great  queftion 
cC  whether  any  one  ftar  excepting  Venus ,  which 
<c  is  frequently  feen  in  the  day  time  alfo,  could 
beat  all  vifible."  Now  if  my  author  informs 
me  right,  for  I  readily  own  my  felf  not  a  judge  in 
this  cafe,  Mars,  Venus ,  Mercury,  Ant  ares,  ArB  li¬ 
ras,  and  Spica  Virginis,  were  to  be  feen,  if  not 
the  two  bright efi  pars  in  Libra ,  and  the  brightefc 
in  the  neck  of  the  Serpent.  Mr.  Hodgfon  fays, 
the  planets  Mars ,  Mercury ,  and  five  of  the 
m  oft  eminent  fixed  ftars  ArBurus,  Ant  ares, 
lyra.  Regains,  and  Spica  Virginis  wrere  vi- 
fible.  So  that  this  character  very  fully  agrees 
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to  the  eclipfe  afligned,  and  Mr.  Whijloris  aflef- 
tion  is  entirely  groundlefs. 

6 thly,  C£  Phlegori s  eclipfe  began  5  fays  Mr. 
<c  Wh.  at  the  6th  hour  of  the  day  or  noon,  as  did 
<c  the  darknefs  at  our  Saviour's  paffion.  But 
cc  Kepler  s  eclipfe  about  8  or  9  a  clock  in  the 
£C  morning:  Which  3  or  4  hours  —  is  a  very 
€C  great  difference,”  p.  48.  It  appears  now 
from  much  exa&er  calculation,  that  in  all  this 
Mr,  Wh.  is  miftaken :  For  it  began  before  noon ; 
it  was  dark  quite  juft  after  1 2  ;  it  continued  near 
2  minutes  quite  dark,  and  by  that  means  the 
ftars  abovementioned  were  eafily  viftble. 

Laflly ,  He  fays  “  Phlegori s  eclipfe  was  accom- 
panied  with  an  earthquake  to  Bithynia ,”  p.  48 . 
But  how  does  it  appear  'that  the  earthquake  at 
the  paftion  was  any  (where  but  in  Judea?  It 
might  feem  unaccountable  that  Mr.  Wh.  fhould 
take  forgraated  fo  palpably  the  thing  in  quefti- 
on,  as  to  fay  the  earthquake  at  the  paffion  ex¬ 
tended  beyond  Judea ,  or  fhould  affert  that  it 
u  went  over  crofs  the  middle  of  the  Roman  em- 
“  pire,  from  Great  Britain  thro  Judea  to  Ba - 
“  by  Ion ,  or  the  contrary,  p.  40.”  Or  that  he 
fhould  fuppofe  that  it  reach’d  even  to  Nice. 
He  h  as  not  one  teftimony  for  this  except  Phle- 
gon ,  or  fuch  as  derive  what  they  fay  from  Phle - 
gon\  and  I  think  it  has  been  fufficiently  proved, 
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that  Phlegori  s  eclipfe  was  D.  29,  in  Novem¬ 
ber,  and  not  at  the  time  of  the  paffion. 

And  now,  from  this  miftake  of  Mr.  Whijlon\ , 
1  will  not  inflantly  conclude  him  cc  not  fit  to 
u  determine  in  points  of  either  chronology  or 
a  aPcronomy/'/>.  35,  Whatever  my  abilities  are, 
which  I  freely  acknowledge  to  be  not  great,  yet 
be  they  more  or  lefs,  truth  I  love,  and  truth 
I  conftantly  fearch  after,  and  make  truth  the 
itudy  of  my  life ;  and  I  hope  nothing  will  ever 
have  influence  enough  to  make  me  fwerve  from 
that.  It  was  in  this  difpofition  that  I  fuggeft- 
ed  to  Dr.  Clarke ,  that  that  famous  paflage  in 
Phlegon  which  was  cited  by  him,  and  had  been 
fo  generally  cited  by  other  learned  men  as  an 
alteration  to  the  darkneis  at  our  Saviour’s  paf¬ 
fion,  was  without  fufficient  evidence :  That  it 
was  impoflible  to  be  proved  to  relate  to  it:  And 
that  therefore  it  ought  to  be  omitted  in  a  book 
where  the  evidences  of  natural  and  revealed  re¬ 
ligion  were  fo  excellently  and  judicioufly  ftated. 

There  is  one  thing  further  in  this  piece  of 
Mr.  Wh.  that  deferves  a  flight  remark,  and  that 
is,  That  notwithftanding  he  has  wrote  fomany 
things  againft,  and  has  been  fo  bitterly  fevere 
on  every  body,  and  on  Dr.  Clarke  in  particular, 
for  imagining  a  double  fenje  of  prophecies,  yet 

in  this  book,  he  himielf  has  inconfiftently  fall¬ 
en 
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en  into  the  fame  notion.  Speaking  of  the  pro¬ 
phecy  of  Amos,  viii.  9,  io,  u.  It  fhall  come 
to  pafs  in  that  day ,  faith  the .  Lord  God ,  that  I 
will  caufe  the  fun  to  go  down  at  noon ,  and  I  will 
darken  the  earth  in  the  clear  day ,  &c.  “  This 
cc  prophecy,  he  fays,  belongs  primarily  to  an 
sc  eclipfe  in  Amos' %  own  time,  but  to  fuch  a  one 
<c  as  was  defigned  to  be  exactly  parallel  to  that 
u  before  us,  and  fo  may  well  enough  be  applied 
£<  to  it.”  p.  44.  Now  what  is  it  that  thofe  who 
plead  for  double  fenfes  of  prophecies  mean,  ex¬ 
cept  this  very  thing,  that  they  belong  prima* 
rily  to  one  thing,  but  are  defigned  to  be  exa&ly 
parallel  to  another? 

What  is  the  difference  betwixt  this,  and  the 
faying,  as  others  have  faid,  and  have  been  wrote 
againft  by  Mr.  Wh.  for  faying,  that  “  many 
€<  prophecies,  which  tho’  they  may  have  a  pri~ 
a  or  and  immediate  reference  to  feme  nearer 
u  events,  yet  by  the  Spirit  of  God  may  have 
a  been  directed  to  be  uttered  in  fuch  words  as 
C£  may  even  more  properly  and  more  juftly  be 
4£  applied  to  the  great  event  which  providence 
£t  had  in  view ,  than  to  the  intermediate  event 
<c  which  God  defigned  as  only  a  pledge  or  ear- 
€t  neft  of  the  other.”  If  the  one  be  in  an  er¬ 
ror  for  arguing  thus  about  the  prophecies  of 
the  old  teft  ament,  I  fear  Mr.  WhveiW  find  it 
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difficult  to  clear  himfelf  of  the  very  fame  mi¬ 
ll  a kes  in  the  prefent  cafe. 

And  now  to  conclude,  with  a  folution  of 
that  problem  "which  Mr.  Wb.  thinks  fo  very 
difficult  and  infoluble,  cc  How  that  great  and 
<c  judicious  perfon  Dr.  Clarke  fhould  be  perfuad- 
C£  ed  to  give  up  Phlego?i s  teftimony  ?”  I  think 
Mr.  Wh.  himfelf  did,  in  effedt,  folveit,  when  he 
obferved  that  Dr.  Clarke  had  no  violent  pajjions 
at  all,  no  ftrong  inclinations.  When  ever  a  truth 
was  (hewn  to  Dr.  Clarke >  he  was  ready  and  will¬ 
ing,  as  every  honeft  man  ought  to  be,  to  em¬ 
brace  it  in  the  love  of  truth.  If  the  queflion 
were  put  concerning  a  man  of  very  violent paj™ 
fions ,  of  very  Jlrong  inclinations ,  of  one  that  is 
warm  in  his  nature,  and  that  could  not  bear 
contradiction  —  What  would  he  do,  in  cafe  he 
had  once  maintained  any  error  ?  —  The  anfwer  I 
think  would  be, That  the  odds  are  infinite  againft 
inch  a  one,  that  he  would  never  give  up  an 
opinion  once  maintain’d,  how  groundlefs  foe* 
ver  it  was:  That  he  would  affiert  pofitively, 
apd  be  deaf  to  convidtion :  That  he  would 
call  any  teftimony  that  firft  ftruck  his  imagi¬ 
nation,  ££  original  evidence”  $  and  any  forgery 
an  a  authentick  record/’ 


APPEN- 


N  theDiiTertation ,  when  I  was 
confidering  the  circumflances  of 
F .  Grelons  narration  concerning 

i 

the  miflionaries  of  China,  and 
their  requeft  to  ££  the  mathema- 
“  ticians  of  Europe ,  that  they  would  take  the 
cc  pains  to  examine,  whether  in  the  32^  year 
c<  of  our  Lord,  about  the  month  of  April  there 
<c  was  any  eciipfe  of  the  fun,  and  whether  it 
cc  could  happen  naturally By  way  of  reply 
I  faid  —  “  Take  it  either  way;  if  there  was 
cc  upon  computation  a  natural  eciipfe  of  the  fun 
“  at  that  time,  fuch  an  eciipfe  could  not  pofiT 
u  b!y  be  to  the  purpofe,  hecaule  the  eciipfe  at 
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H  the  time  of  our  Saviour’s  death  muft  have 
<£  been  at  th z  full  moon,  and  therefore  not  natu- 
fl  ral,  nor  computable.  If  there  were  fuch  ane- 
<c  clipfe  as  did  happ  m  prefer  naturally  \  then  all 
the  mathematicians  of  Europe  could  not  com- 
?  pure  it.”  p.  cji, 

5Tis  probable,  I  think,  that  the  miffionaries 
were  defirous  that  the  mathematicians  of  Eu¬ 
rope  would  take  the  pains  to  compute  the  eel  ip- 
fe§.  of  that  year :  And  then,  if  it  appeared  that 
there  was  no  eclipfe  at  all  about  April ,  A .  D* 
32,  then  they  fhould  have  <£  this  very  plaufible 
argument  to  convince  the  Chinefef  viz . 
The  darknefs  of  the  paffion  was  the  fame  with 
the  eclipfe  mentioned  in  their  books;  that  they 
themfelves  had  taken  notice  of  this  miraculous 
circumftance  at  the  death  of  JefuSy  and  confer 
quently  it  was  true ;  attefted  even  by  fuch  as 
were  either  perfedl  ftrangers,  or  open  adverfa- 
rics  to  chriftianicy. 

This  I  now  take  to  be  the  miiTionaries  de- 
iign,  and  this  the  end  of  their  requeii.  The 
mifehiefis,  this  “  very  plaufible  argument”  de-* 
iigned  for  the  conviction  of  the  poor  ChineJ\ 
iuppofes ,  that  in  records  of  long  ftanding, 
thereis.no  mi  flake  either  originally,  orintran- 
fjripts ;  it  fuppofes  the  Chinefe  aftronomers  at 
t  at  time  not  to  have  been  m  Taken ;  it  fup- 
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pofes  that  there  was  fuch  an  eclipfe  from  the 
authority  of  their  books;  itfuppofes  it  at  the  full 
moon  at  the  fame  time  that  their  hiftories  fay 
that  it  was  at  the  new  moon ;  it  fuppofes  the 
miffionaries  to  contradid:  their  hiftories  in  the 
very  thing  they  cite  their  hiftories  for;  and  it 
fuppofes  that  Chrijl  died  in  a  year  in  which  he 
did  not  die.  What  ftrange  arguments  and  arts 
do  miffionaries  make  ufe  of  as  u  plaufible1"  ones9 
to  make  converts  to  a  caufe  that  ftands  in  need 
of  nothing  but  truth  and  honefty  3  and  a  fair 
impartial  hearing! 
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er  at  the  Rolls,  and  Reftor  of  Stanhope ,  in  the  Bi- 
fhopricfe  of  Durham.  8m 

A,  Conference  on  the  Miracles  of  our  JBlefled 
Saviour.  Wherein  all  the  Objections  of  Mr  Wool- 
fton  in  his  Six  Difcpurfes,  and  feveral  other  great™ 
er  Difficulties,  are  fully  ftated  and  Cpfifidered, 
and  the  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion  is  evi¬ 
dently  proved.  By  W.  St  even  Son,  D.  D.  Preben¬ 
dary  of  Sarum ,  Re  ft  or  of  Colwal  in  Here  for  dJIAre. 
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